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HIEROMARTYR ALPHEGE, ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY 


WHOosE MEMORY THE HOLy CHURCH KEEPS ON THE 19TH DAY OF APRIL 


St. Alphege was born in 954 to pious parents, 
who soon handed him over to be instructed in lit- 
erature and the Christian Faith. Seeking a more 
total commitment, however, the saint abandoned 
his paternal inheritance and, ignoring his mother’s 
tears, entered the monastery of Deerhurst in 
Gloucestershire, whose ancient church survives to 
the present day. There, while still an adolescent, 
he excelled in prayer, vigil, fasting, and charity. 

Some years later, he went to Bath and built for 
himself a small cell in which he lived the life of a her- 
mit with the strictest asceticism. Soon, certain nobles 
started coming to him for confession and spiritual 
advice. As his fame increased, donations poured in 
— which he immediately gave to the poor. 

Others left the world and sought to live the 
monastic life under his direction; and so St. 
Dunstan appointed him abbot of a small monas- 
tery, although he had no desire for such a position. 

On becoming abbot, however, he did not 
slacken in his ascetic way of life, and continued to 
live in his little cell. He appointed a suitable over- 
seer to supply the material needs of the monastery, 
but decided all important matters himself. 

The saint warned his monks that their con- 
demnation would be greater if, while professing to 
be monks and wearing the monastic habit, they 
continued to live like men of the world. But this 
did not prevent them from indulging in secret 
nocturnal feasts and orgies. One night, however, 
the leader of the rebels was suddenly struck dead 
in the middle of a feast. The saint was, as usual, 
offering up tearful prayers to God when he heard 
loud voices coming from the monastery. Think- 
ing that thieves had broken in, or that the brethren 
were being disturbed by some demonic ruse, he 
came closer. Then he saw two terrible and foul- 
looking men beating the man who had just died 
with whips and flaming serpents. To his pathetic 
pleas for mercy they replied: 

“You did not obey God, so neither shall we 
obey you.” 

After repeating this several times, they dragged 
their captive away. 


In 984, the bishop of Winchester, St. 
Ethelwold, reposed in peace. Immediately a dis- 
sension arose as to who should succeed him. St. 
Dunstan, the archbishop of Canterbury, was pray- 
ing about this when the holy Apostle Andrew ap- 
peared to him and said: 

“Why are you sad, beloved? Why do you tear- 
fully pour out such mournful complaints? Rise, 
and place your hand on Abbot Alphege; and, 
when you have anointed him with holy oil, make 
him the bishop of the widowed Church. And do 
not allow any power to stop you; for this decision 
has issued, not from a man, but from the mouth of 
Almighty God. And lest I should leave you in any 
doubt as to the identity of the man speaking with 
you, I am Andrew, the apostle of the Son of God 
and the most loving guardian of your salvation.” 

Dunstan joyfully told this vision to King 
Ethelred, and when a council had been convened 
everyone cried out that they wished what God 
wished and what God’s archbishop should decide. 
Then two bishops, one on either side, led the 
bishop-elect into the church to the acclaim of the 
people. 

“Many years!” they cried. 

And then he was consecrated. This took place 
on October 19. Immediately after the consecra- 
tion, the saint set out to visit his new see. The 
citizens came out to meet him, chanting: 

“Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the 
Lord!” 

He was enthroned in St. Ethelwold’s cathedral 
on October 28. 

At Winchester, as at Deerhurst and Bath, St. 
Alphege was distinguished by his charity to others 
and severity to himself. At night he would go out to 
pray barefoot and thinly clad even in the coldest 
weather. And his body was so emaciated by fasting 
that, as many people noticed, his hands, when up- 
lifted, seemed almost transparent. Az the same 
time, he attended so carefully to the needs of the 
poor that it was said that there were no beggars in 
Winchester during his episcopate. And many were 
the miracles wrought through his intercession. 
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Among his good works was his confirmation 
(the western equivalent of chrismation) of the 
Norwegian King Olaf Trygvasson, who had been 
ravaging the countryside. After being confirmed, 
King Olaf promised the bishop never to return to 
England with warlike intent. He then returned to 
his native land and converted them to the Chris- 
tian Faith with the aid of English bishops and 
priests. 

On hearing the fame of Alphege’s holy preach- 
ing and life, St. Dunstan rejoiced and prayed to 
God that this man, young as he was (only thirty at 
the time of his consecration) would succeed him 
in the primatial see of Canterbury. And his prayer 
was granted, though not immediately, but only 
eighteen years after his own death in 988. For in 
1005, on the death of Archbishop Aelfric, St. 
Alphege was translated from Winchester to Can- 
terbury at the age of fifty-two. 

A few days later, the saint set out for Rome to 
receive the archbishop’s pallium from the Pope. 
He entered a town just inside Italy and rested for a 
while. But the citizens, noticing that they had a 
stranger in their midst, broke into his house, stole 
ali his goods, and drove him out with blows and 
insults. With admirable equanimity, the saint set 
out on his return journey. He had not gone far 
when the town’s ramparts suddenly caught fire, 
showering burning ashes on the neighboring 
houses and threatening the citizens with destruc- 
tion. They rushed out into the streets and 
watched helplessly as the flames rose higher and 
spread further. Then, coming to their senses, they 
realized that the fire was God’s vengeance on them 
for their maltreatment of the holy man. They 
rushed after him and tearfully begged him to 
return. 

“Let us return,” he said, “that we may see the 
fire from closer quarters.” 

When he saw the fire, his eyes filled with 
tears and he prayed to God. Suddenly the flames 
were suspended in mid-air, and the fire which 
had spread through many houses was found out- 
side the town walls. Recognizing the author of 
the miracle, the townspeople flowed out to him 
like a stream with gifts in their hands. But 


Alphege replied: 


Keep what is yours; I am satisfied with my 
own things. Only do not cast out strangers from 
your homes. Receive all who come to you and 
look after them. God dwells in good men, and 
therefore it is good for one person to receive an- 
other in whom God dwells. But if your estimate 
turns out to be mistaken, and the man whom you 
considered to be religious is found to be the oppo- 
site, you will not lose your reward. For God hon- 
ors the good intention.” 

Finally, the saint arrived in Rome and sought 
an audience with the Pope. They spoke together, 
and the Pope came to love him so much that he 
honored him publicly in the presence of the Ro- 
man Senate. One day, the saint was saddened in 
countenance. Surprised at this, his companions 
came to him, one after the other, seeking the rea- 
son for his grief. 

“No one,” he said, “will see me happy today; 
for he who succeeded me at Winchester has died.” 

This was difficult to believe, since no one had 
come with news from England. But, on the other 
hand, it was easy to believe; for the saint had never 
been known to lie. The Pope and the Archbishop 
said good-bye to each other and parted, both joy- 
ful and sad. And when Alphege had already 
crossed the Alps, a group of English nobility on 
the way to Rome came up to him and, in answer 
to his inquiry, said that the bishop of Winchester 
had died on the very day (his companions noted) 
on which the saint had been so sad. The news of 
this further demonstration of the saint's super- 
natural gifts spread throughout England. 

The nation’s morale was at a very low ebb 
when the saint returned. The Danes were ravag- 
ing the land with fire and sword, and the tribute 
offered them by the king only seemed to increase 
their greed. Desertions from the army were com- 
monplace; and sometimes even noblemen with 
their ships joined the other side. The king with his 
councilors, including St. Alphege, passed laws 
strengthening ecclesiastical discipline and penaliz- 
ing traitors, with the death penalty ordained for 
those who should plot against the king’s life. And 
in 1008, the archbishop and his synod proclaimed 
the day of the martyrdom of King Edward, the 
king’s half-brother, a national feastday — another 
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clear warning to potential traitors and king-killers. 

However, the sad story continued with indeci- 
sion, incompetence and treachery being the order 
of the day. Thus “when the enemy was in the 
east,” bemoaned The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, 
“then our levies were mustered in the west; and 
when they were in the south, then our levies were 
in the north. Then all the councilors were sum- 
moned to the king, for a plan for the defense of the 
realm had to be devised then and there. But what- 
ever course of action was decided upon was not 
followed for a single month. In the end, there was 
no leader who was willing to raise levies, but each 
fled as quickly as he could; nor even in the end 
would one shire help another.” 

The upshot of all this was that in 1013, King 
Ethelred was forced to go into exile through the 
treachery of his subjects. Even worse than this, 
perhaps, was the treachery which led to the death 
of St. Alphege the year before. The story was as 
follows. 

In the autumn of 1011, the Danes besieged 
Canterbury and sacked it. They were helped, on 
the one hand, by Abbot Elfmar of Canterbury, who, 
though he owed his life to St. Alphege, now turned 
against him and his fellow citizens; and, on the 
other, by Alderman Edric Streona of Mercia. Edric 
had come to be involved in the sack of Canterbury 
through his brother, a proud and cruel man who 
slandered the nobility of Canterbury in the king’s 
presence and then violently burned their inherit- 
ance. But they rose up and killed him, burning 
down his house. Edric demanded vengeance from 
the king for his brother's death; but the king re- 
fused, saying that his brother had been justly pun- 
ished. Then Edric, determined to avenge his 
brother, collected an army of ten thousand well- 
armed men. Realizing, however, that these forces 
were insufficient, he came to an agreement with the 
Danes whereby, in exchange for their help, they 
would retain the north of England, in the case of 
victory, while he held the south. 

Meanwhile, St. Alphege had been preaching, 
redeeming captives, feeding the hungry, and even 
converting many of the invaders. This was an- 
other reason why the Danes were eager to unite 
with Edric against the men of Canterbury. And as 


they approached the city from Sandwich, the 
people fled to the cathedral, convinced that they 
were safe there. The nobility, meanwhile, urged 
St. Alphege to flee. But he refused, saying that he 
had no intention of being a hireling. Then he 
gathered the people together and exhorted them 
to have courage and patience, setting before them 
the triumphs of the martyrs. Finally, having 
blessed them and communicated them in the 
Holy Mysteries, he dismissed them in peace, com- 
mending them all to the protection of God. 

The enemy came and laid siege to the city. On 
the twentieth day, the saint sent to the Danes, ex- 
horting them to desist from their purpose, and 
warning them that when a father wishes to beat his 
sons, he afterwards throws the stick into the fire. 
In a similar way , God would punish the Danes 
even after using them to chastise the English. 

But the English traitors under Edric were 
only the more incited to cruelty by the sight of 
their fellow countrymen’s distress. They set fire 
to the houses, and soon, fanned by a strong south 
wind, the fire spread everywhere. Torn between 
whether to stay on the ramparts and defend the 
city, or rush down to their houses, the citizens 
finally chose the latter course. And soon they 
were dragging beloved wives and children out of 
the burning houses — only to see them immedi- 
ately cut down by the swords of the enemy. For 
now that the ramparts were unguarded they were 
able (with Abbot Elfmar’s help) to enter unhin- 
dered, with such a terrible clamor of trumpets 
and voices that it seemed as if the city were being 
shaken to its foundations. 

“No one who was not a spectator of that ca- 
lamity,’ writes the saint’s biographer, Osbern of 
Canterbury, “would know how to describe the re- 
ality of it, and the wretchedness of its confusion of 
evils. Some had their throats cut, others perished 
in the flames, still more were thrown over the 
walls. Others, shameful to relate, were hung up by 
their private parts and expired thus. Ladies more 
distinguished than others by their nobility were 
dragged through the streets of the city because 
they could not produce treasures which they did 
not possess. Finally, they were thrown into the 


flames and died. The cruelty was especially savage 
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against those under age; while babes were ripped 
out of their mother’s wombs or pierced through 
with spears, or crushed to pieces under wagon 
wheels...” 

The venerable prelate, unable to bear so many 
deaths among his spiritual children, suddenly, 
while he was surrounded by a crowd of weeping 
monks in the Church of the Savior, slipped out of 
the hands of those restraining him, rushed to a 
place full of corpses, hurled himself amidst a dense 
mass cf the enemy and with groans cried out: 

“Have pity, have pity! And if you recognize 
yourselves to be men, put an end to your persecu- 
tion of the innocent! Instead of these, take me, 
who, to increase the Christian people, despoiled 
you of many a soldier, and who, with unre- 
strained lips, always condemned the crimes of 
your impiety!” 

Innumerable hands seized him, stopped his 
mouth, bound his hands, scratched his face with 
their nails, punched and kicked him in the sides. 
The man of God uttered not a sound, but his lips 
moved as if he were speaking to God. Then he was 
forced to witness death after death in front of his 
very eyes so that he might suffer every torment, 
whether in his own person or in the persons of 
those whom he mourned. 

Then the Danes came to the cathedral church 
of the Savior. They set fire to it, and soon molten 
lead from the roof was seeping into the building. 
Covering their heads with their palls, the weeping 
monks ran out of all the doors of the building, 
only to be cut down by the swords of the soldiers 
waiting outside. 

Of the eight thousand inhabitants of Canter- 
bury, only four monks and some eight hundred 
others survived the sack. The survivors, after suf- 
fering blows and wounds, were either judged 
worthy of being ransomed — these included 
Bishop Godwin of Rochester, Abbess Leofrun of 
St. Mildred’s and all the clergy except Abbot 
Elfmar (not the traitor) of St. Augustine’s 
monastery — or were sold into slavery. 

The archbishop had seen his people slaugh- 
tered, the city burned down, and the cathedral 
Church of Christ the Savior profaned and devas- 
tated. Now he was bound and dragged through 


the north gate of the city. There lay the survivors 
with stocks on their feet and under military guard. 
On seeing him, they all groaned and wept and 
raised their hands to Heaven in prayer. But then, 
as the saint stood strengthening their shattered 
souls in prayer, he was given a ferocious blow be- 
tween the shoulders, so that his shoulder was cut 
open and blood poured over his whole body. Even 
the Danes were horrified. Then he was led from 
the city to the ships, from the ships to the prison, 
which was dark, narrow and full of frogs. There he 
remained under a guard of twelve soldiers for an- 
other seven months. The Danes offered him free- 
dom in exchange for money from the church’s 
patrimony, but he refused. And so, as Pascha of 
the year 1012 approached, the saint was still in 
prison, celebrating the Passion of Christ as he was 
able, in humility and contrition of heart. 

“Then was he a captive,” wrote the Anglo- 
Saxon Chronicle, “who had been the head of En- 
gland and of Christendom. There could misery be 
seen where often bliss was seen before, in that un- 
happy city, whence Christianity came first to us, 
and both spiritual and earthly bliss...” 

Meanwhile, the wrath of God was falling upon 
the Danes. Two thousand of their soldiers fell ill 
of a terrible internal malady and died shortly after; 
while many others, similarly struck, awaited 
death. The Christians advised them to recognize 
their crime against Christ, to confess, weep and 
make amends to the archbishop. But they did not 
accept this advice, attributing their misfortunes to 
the instability of chance rather than the will of 
God. But death reigned over all those who had 
planned to kill the archbishop: great numbers of 
them were attacked, tormented and wasted away 
by a terrible pain in the bowels. Meanwhile, a 
great fear of death overcame the living. Finally, 
they ran to the captive saint, bewailed their sins 
with tears, and besought him to pray to God on 
their behalf. 

It was Holy Thursday, the day on which the 
Lord gave His Most Pure Body and Blood to His 
disciples. St. Alphege was brought out of prison 
and honorably seated in the magistrate’s chair. He 
told the Danes that their terrible cruelty did not 
merit them a pardon, but that he was determined 
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to imitate the example of his Lord, Who gave holy 
bread even to the man who betrayed Him and for- 
gave those who crucified Him. 

“Therefore,” he said, “forgetting the burning 
of the city, the injuries which have been inflicted 
upon myself, your past impiety, and the slaughter 
of the innocents, I shall intercede for my torturers 
as He interceded with the Father for those who 
crucified Him. So take this bread — it will 
immediately heal you. Only, when you have eaten 
and obtained health in accordance with your de- 
sire, give solemn thanks to the Savior, or you will 
remain more guilty of blasphemy.” 

Then he blessed bread and gave to them. 
They were all healed. From Holy Thursday to 
Holy Saturday no one died. 

Seeing this, the leaders of the Danes sent 
four of their military commanders to the saint. 
They thanked him, but then said that they 
would give him life and liberty in exchange for a 
ransom of sixty talents of silver weighing fifty 
pounds, together with his services in persuading 
the king to pay another two hundred talents as 
the price of a truce between the two nations. 
The saint refused, saying that the embassy was 
illegal and their demands impossible. They were 
mistaken if they thought he would rob the 
Church or betray the honor of his king and 
country to satisfy their avarice. 

“Tt is not done for a Christian to hand over 
Christian flesh to be devoured by pagan teeth.” 

The Danes came to him a second time, asking 
him — in a gentler manner this time — to affix 
his seal to an order authorizing the despoliation of 
the estates of the Church, in exchange for which 
he would be redeemed. Again the saint refused, 
citing the example of the holy Martyr Laurence of 
Rome, who, on being entrusted with the treasures 
of the Church, gave them away to the poor lest 
they should fall into the hands of the persecutors. 

“If St. Laurence gave what was not theirs to 
the poor, how can I take what is theirs from the 
poor?” 

Then they raged terribly, gnashing on him 
with their teeth, and decided to carry out the sen- 
tence that had been passed on him. New tortures 
were applied; but he remained immovable. Then, 


in the night of Friday of Bright Week, the devil 
devised a different and subtler means of breaking 
the saint's resistance. Having caused the guards to 
fall into a light sleep, he appeared to him in the 
form of an angel of light, declaring that for the 
sake of the common good he was going to lead the 
saint out of the squalor of the prison. 

“Fear not the stigma of cowardice,” he said; 
“you are not more sublime than Peter, nor stron- 
ger than Paul. The one was delivered from prison 
by an angel, and the other was let down in a bas- 
ket. Christ Himself slipped out of the hands of 
those who were going to stone Him, and com- 
manded His disciples to flee in the time of the 
persecution.” 

Deceived by these words, the saint followed 
the deceiver out of the prison. But when they had 
crossed several water-logged fields in the thick 
darkness, the devil suddenly disappeared. Realiz- 
ing his error, the saint groaned and threw himself 
down in the middle of the marshes, crying with 
tears to the Lord: 

“O Giver of life, O only Guide of the race of 
Adam, why hast Thou deprived me of Thy grace 
in mine oid age when Thou didst never leave me 
in the prime of life? Thou hast mercifully pre- 
served me for so long, and dost Thou now cast me 
away in the extremity of life? O Thou Who art all 
I desire, ail that I long to enjoy, what use is it to 
have triumphed in battle throughout the long day, 
but at the end of it to be conquered and deprived 
of the fruits of victory? Or what praise is it to have 
embarked on the voyage and escaped shipwreck in 
the middle of the sea, only to suffer the shipwreck 
of unexpected death on the shore? How many 
times have [ found Thee to be my Savior in the 
shipwrecks of life! Now, I beseech Thee, send me 
consolation in this snare of the devil, a helper in 
troubles and tribulations. 

“At evening shall weeping find lodging, but in 
the morning rejoicing” (Psalm 29:5). And “the 
angel of the Lord shall encamp round about them 
that fear Him, and will deliver them” (Psalm 
33:7). Thus it was for the man of God. For as 
dawn arose, a young man adorned in golden 
splendor stood before him, and asked him where 
he was fleeing to. The bishop replied that he was 
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not fleeing, but had obeyed the voice of a Divine 
command. 

“That was no Divine command,” said the an- 
gel, “but a device of the devil. He did not wish so 
much to lead you out of prison as to seduce you 
once outside. Return, therefore, to your place, 
where a crown is laid up for you in Heaven. To- 
morrow the Father will honor you, and you will be 
eternally in the greatest honor in the Heavens with 
His Son.” 

The saint therefore returned to the place of 
contest and joyfully awaited the hour in which he 
would receive his crown from God. 

The hour drew near, and a crowd of turbulent 
men burst into the prison, seized him, showered 
him with many blows (breaking his skull), and fi- 
nally thrust him into the place where all the refuse 
was thrown out and burned. 

Most of the night had passed, and, on the Sat- 
urday after Pascha, April 19, 1012, day was begin- 
ning to dawn. Suddenly, St. Dunstan appeared to 
the man of God, his face and vestments shining 
gloriously, amidst sweet-smelling fragrance and 
the mellifluous chants of the saints. Stretching out 
his hands to St. Alphege, he announced to him his 
forthcoming death and the reward of eternal life 
laid up for him. Then his bonds were loosened, 
his wounds closed, and his whole body was re- 
stored to perfect health. 

On seeing these things, the guards were terri- 
fied. They told their fellows, who came rushing 
up to see the manifestation of God’s grace. Then 
the leaders of the Danish army, seeing their men 
deserting in droves to the man of God, hastily 
passed the sentence of death upon him, lest they 
should lose more through him than through a 
multitude of external enemies. 
bound and led to the place of judgment under a 


The saint was 


large armed guard. A great crowd of the faithful 
followed him, weeping and mourning, but he be- 
sought them not to hinder his struggle against the 
prince of this world, but to help him by their 
prayers. 

He was only an arrow’s flight away when a vast 
murmur went through the whole council: 

“Give us gold, bishop, or today you will be a 
spectacle to the world.” 


The bishop was silent for a while from exhaus- 
tion, and stood still, supported reverently by the 
hands of his own people. Then, having recovered 
his breath, he replied: 

“T offer you the gold of Divine wisdom. Aban- 
don the vanity which you love, and devote your 
zeal to the one living, true and eternal God. But if 
you obstinately despise the counsel of God which 
is announced to you through me, you will suffer a 
worse fate than the death of Sodom.” 

At that, the mob, unable to withstand the 
force of his words and foaming with rage, jumped 
up from their seats. However, Thurkill, one of the 
Danish leaders, on seeing the wicked men gather- 
ing their weapons to kill the saint, ran quickly and 
said: 

“Do not do this, I beg you. I will give to all of 
you with a willing heart gold and silver and all that 
I have here or can get by any means, except only 
my ship, on condition that you do not sin against 
the Lord’s Anointed.” 

Later, Thurkill, who had interceded for St. 
Alphege, together with forty-five of his ships, 
transferred his allegiance from the Danes to the 
English and became a Christian. But the un- 
bridled anger of his comrades, harder than iron or 
stone, was not softened by such gentle words. 
They knocked the saint down with the backs of 
their battle-axes, and then stoned him with the 
heads of oxen, showers of rocks, and blocks of 
woods. But he, bending his right knee on the 
earth, prayed thus: 

“O Lord Jesus, Only-begotten Son of the 
Most High Father, Who came into the world 
through the womb of an incorrupt Virgin to save 
sinners, receive me in peace and have mercy on 
these men.” 

Then, falling to the earth and rising again, he 
said: 

“O Good Shepherd, O only Shepherd, look 
with compassion on the sons of the Church, 
whom I, dying, commend to You.” 

Then a man named Thrum, whom the saint 
himself had received from the font of Holy Bap- 
tism, seeing him in agony and on the edge of 
death, took his ax and clove his head through, 
thereby releasing his soul to eternal glory. 
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Immediately, one of the Danish leaders was 
crippled in his limbs, and realized that he had 
sinned against Christ’s elect, as it is written: “Ven- 
geance is Mine, I will repay, saith the Lord” (Ro- 
mans 12:19). 

St. Alphege was martyred at Greenwich, to 
the east of London, on the south bank of the 
river Thames. And the leaders of the Danes 
now threw his body into the river. But then a 
crowd of people who had been taught by him 
took arms, determined to die rather than to al- 
low the body, through which they had received 
the mystery of Holy Baptism, to be submerged 
in water. And so they guarded it, allowing it 
neither to be submerged nor to be buried. 
Then, representatives of both parties met to re- 
solve the dispute, and an agreement was 
reached. The Danes said: 

“Look at this branch cut off from an ash-tree 
with neither sap nor bark. If we smear this with his 
blood and find it flowering in the morning, then we 
shall agree that we have killed a holy and righteous 
man, and you can bury him with honor. But, ifthe 
wood remains dry, then we shall say that you have 
erred in your love for him and the decision about 
what to do with the body will be ours.” 

The next morning the dry wood was putting 
forth leaves. Seeing this, the Danes rushed to the 
holy body, embraced it with tears and groans, 
and then, taking it upon their shoulders, brought 
it to the tree in triumph. Here innumerable 
miracles took place: the sick were healed, the 
blind were given their sight, the deaf were given 
their hearing, and the dumb were given their 
tongues. Then at the place of martyrdom, a 


church was built (its Anglican successor still 
stands), and a multitude of leading Danes were 
baptized and received into the bosom of the Holy 
Church. Finally, Bishops Ednoth and Alfhun 
and the citizens of London received his holy 
body, and brought it into St. Paul’s church, where 
miracles continued to the martyr’s glory. 

On June 8, 1023, St. Alphege’s body was 
placed in an adorned royal barge, and then, es- 
corted by the Danish king, Canute, Archbishop 
Ethelnoth of Canterbury, and other bishops and 
earls, was taken across the Thames first to 
Southwark and then to Rochester. Here, the pro- 
cession was joined by Queen Emma and her son, 
and “with much state and rejoicing and hymns of 
praise” the relics were conveyed to Canterbury. 
On June 15, the relics were enshrined by the bish- 
ops and clergy. 

Soon, both dates — that of his martyrdom, and 
that of his translation — were entered into the cal- 
endar of the English Church. But soon after the 
Norman Conquest, his sanctity and status as a mar- 
tyr were questioned by the first papist archbishop of 
Canterbury, Lanfranc. However, he consulted 
Anselm, his successor, about this, and Anselm re- 
plied that Alphege was a martyr for justice as St. 
John the Baptist had been a martyr for truth. 

No truly Christian hierarch would have ques- 
tioned Alphege’s sanctity. In any case, any residual 
doubts were removed by the discovery, in 1105, 
that his body was still incorrupt. For St. Alphege, 
ascetic, hierarch, patriot, and martyr, deserved the 
highest accolade: “Greater love hath no man than 
this, that a man lay down his life for his friends” 


(John 15.13). 
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HIEROCONFESSOR BISHOP THEODOSIUS (BAKHMETEV) 


WHOoOsE MEMORY THE HOLY CHURCH KEEPS ON THE 28TH O 


Bishop Theodosius (Bakhmetev) was born in 
1894 (according to another source, in about 
1901) in Kiev province. After the death of his 
mother, his father, who was a priest, went into a 
monastery and he was taken by his elder brother 
into the Kiev-Caves Lavra. There he learned about 
the monastic life. His brother later became an 
archimandrite of the Lavra, while of his other 
brothers, one became a deacon and the other a 
married priest. Theodosius was the youngest. 

Fr. Theodosius joined the Kiev Caves Lavra in 
1915 (according to another source, when he was 
six years old). Until 1917 he was supervisor of the 
Near Caves. He became successively a sacristan, 
candle-bearer, subdeacon, hierodeacon, 
hieromonk and guardian of the relics of St. 
Theodosius of the Kiev Caves. 

In 1920 (according to another source, 1922), 
the Soviet authorities demanded that the wonder- 
working icon of the Dormition of the Mother of 
God be handed over. But Fr. Theodosius hid it. So 
they arrested him on the charge of “appropriating 
state property”. He was given a sentence of 10 
years and sent off to Solovki. 

But in those days those who over-fulfilled 
their norms were given reductions in their sen- 
tences. So Fr. Theodosius was released before the 
end of his sentence. He returned to find his Lavra 
unrecognizable and the declaration of Metropoli- 
tan Sergius in force. 

Fr. Theodosius arrived at the Lavra in the 
evening. He spent the night in the guest-house, 
and in the morning, even before he had had a 
chance to visit the church and the cells, he was 
asked to sign the declaration. But since he refused, 
he was immediately arrested and given a new sen- 
tence of 10 years. 

After serving his sentence, Fr. Theodosius did 
not return to the Kiev-Caves Lavra, but went 
round the holy places in the guise of a wanderer. 
Once he came to Sarov monastery, and went into 
the functioning church, which was sergianist. A 
service was in progress, a few people were present, 
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and he stood at the back of the church. But he 
could not hide the meekness of his face, the face of 
a priest. Moreover, he did not bow at the censer or 
at the blessing. This made him an object of suspi- 
cion. The priest immediately alerted the authori- 
ties to the presence of an unusual person. 

One parishioner got to know about this and 
took pity on Fr. Theodosius. She went up to him 
and said: 

“Forgive me, if you have no documents you 
should leave. Our batyushka has already made a 
phone call, and they could pick you up.” 

Fr. Theodosius quickly left. But he had not 
gone far, only as far as the station square, when he 
was arrested and convicted as a wandering priest 
who was stirring up the people against Soviet 
power. He was again given a full 10 years, and con- 
demned to work on the building of the White Sea 
Canal. 

In those concentration camps the clergy be- 
came weak as a result of the hard labor, and those 
who weakened were killed. The prisoners used to 
write about their sufferings on the inside of the 
cork of logs, which were tied together and thrust 
out into the sea for foreign destinations. 

However, Fr. Theodosius survived, and when 
the war broke out he found himself in occupied 
territory. He settled in one of the monasteries of 
Belorussia and was raised to the rank of igumen in 
the Autonomous Belorussian Church. Then he 
was made abbot of the Belchansk monastery with 
the rank of archimandrite. 

According to one source, in 1943, because of 
the lack of firmness of Alexander (Inozemtsev) in 
the see of Pinsk, Archimandrite Theodosius was 
consecrated bishop of Pinsk in his place, the con- 
secration taking place in the caves at the hands of 
Schema-Archbishop Anthony (Abashidze), 
Bishop Pantaleimon (Rudik), the Georgian Cata- 
comb Bishop Elijah and Bishop Macarius. 

However, there is another story concerning his 
consecration: When the Germans started to re- 
treat, all the monks and clergy fled westwards. 
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And at a meeting of the senior clergy in the 
Belchansk monastery, Metropolitan Panteleimon 
(Rozhnevsky) of Minsk and Belorussia, first hier- 
arch of the Autonomous Church of Belorussia, 
proposed that Archimandrite Theodosius also flee 
abroad. But Fr. Theodosius refused, saying: 

“T have served three sentences and now I will 
die here in my own land.” 

Then Metropolitan Panteleimon and Bishops 
Anthony (Romanovsky) of Bakinsk and Stavropol 
and Theophilus (Narko) (the future bishop of 
Hamburg in the Russian Church Abroad) decided 
that since Archimandrite Theodosius was going to 
stay in Russia, he should be a secret pastor and 
overseer working in the catacombs. 

And so on December 4/17, 1944, the last hier- 
archical Liturgy was celebrated at which 
Archimandrite Theodosius was consecrated a 
bishop by the three hierarchs Panteleimon, An- 
thony and Theophilus. And that night these hier- 
archs and all the clergy and monks fled abroad. 
When the bishops were parting, Metropolitan 
Panteleimon fell on the shoulder of Vladyka 
Theodosius and wept... And through his sobs he 
said: 

“O Viladyka! You will have a difficult path 
staying here.” 

Then both wept, and ail the clergy wept... 

On the morning of December 5/18, Vladyka 
Theodosius was celebrating the Divine Liturgy in 
an already deserted monastery. The church was 
filled with laypeople, mainly women. At the end 
of the Liturgy Vladyka blessed the people and 
wanted to say something in the form of a sermon. 
But at that moment the Red Army burst in, and 
Vladyka Theodosius was taken from the amvon 
and arrested on the spot. At his trial he was sen- 
tenced as follows: “For stirring up the people 
against Soviet power and blessing the weapons of 
the German armies against the Soviet Red Army 
— 10 years in prison and 8 years exile.” 

In 1961 Vladyka Theodosius was exiled to the 
city of Yeniseisk in Krasnoyarsk province. Accord- 
ing to another source, however, it was in 1958 that 
he arrived at Kazachensk in Krasnoyarsk province. 

Word about him spread throughout 
Catacomb Russia, and many of the remaining 


catacomb priests came one by one to see him. 
Among them were Fr. Timothy from Maikop, Fr. 
Ignatius (Uglyansky) from Voronezh province, 
Fr. Cosmas (Trusov) (who had been ordained by 
Hieromartyr Bishop Nectarius of Yaransk), Fr. 
Nikita (Ignatiev) of Vyatsk province, Fr. Nicholas 
from Novosibirsk, Fr. Sergius from Anzherka in 
Kemerovo province, Hieromonk Arcadius from 
Lipetsk, Fr. Elijah from the mountains of the 
Caucasus, Fr. Bissarion from Tambov and Fr. 
Nikita from Kharkov. He received them in the 
following way: the priest would say who he was 
and where he was from with his hand on the 
Gospel and standing in front of the holy Cross. 
Not all the priests could bear this method of re- 
ception. And when Vladyka Theodosius saw that 
the priest was lying to him in front of the holy 
Cross and the Gospel, he would have no more 
communion with him. Many such priests then 
went and slandered him. 

Those priests who were accepted by Vladyka 
Theodosius would commemorate at the Liturgy 
first Metropolitan Philaret of the Russian Church 
Abroad, and then Vladyka Theodosius. 

They say that when he celebrated the Liturgy 
he would become taller than his usual height as he 
strove for the heights. He was very meek, patient 
and abstinent in food and dress. He prepared very 
carefully for the Divine services and checked every 
detail himself. He healed sick peopie, and there are 
living witnesses of his healings. He did not visit 
official Soviet doctors, and he did not bless people 
to go to them. 

In 1976 a Hieromonk Paisius came to see him. 
He asked him to complete his ordination to the 
priesthood, explaining that he had begun to be or- 
dained by Archbishop Anthony (Galynsky- 
Mikhailovsky), but that the authorities had pre- 
vented his ordination from being completed. 
Bishop Theodosius looked attentively at Fr. 
Paisius and said: 

“Let him who began to ordain you ordain 
you.” 

After this refusal, Fr. Paisius began to spread the 
slander that Bishop Theodosius was a KGB agent. 

Vladyka Theodosius was very strict in selecting 
people for ordination, and in fact ordained only one 
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person, Fr. Alexander Shabelnik. It was with Fr. 
Alexander and his wife that Vladyka went to live. 

In 1982, when both Fr. Alexander and his wife 
were in prison, Bishop Theodosius was taken to 
the house of Reader Gregory Mukhortov in 
Yeniseisk. There he lived for two years. When Vera 
Georgievna Kalyuzhnaya was released from 
prison, she came and took the bishop and set him 
up in the house of a woman in Shakhnya, 
Nizhegorod district. 

According to Reader Gregory Mukhortov, 
during the last years of his life Vladyka lived like a 
bird in a cage — they locked him up, forgot about 


him, and forgot even to bring him food and water. 
Once the demon-possessed son of the house 
locked the door of the outdoor toilet when 
Vladyka Theodosius was in it. Vladyka stayed 
there for more than six hours in the severe frost. As 
a result of this he fell ill with pneumonia. They say 
that not long before his death he was severely 
beaten, so severely that, according to the witness 
of the chief doctor of the regional hospital, lumps 
of flesh literally came off his bones in the places 
where he had been beaten. 

Vladyka Theodosius reposed on March 28 / 
April 10, 1986. 
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A PropiGAL SAINT: FATHER JOHN OF KRONSTADT AND THE RUSSIAN PEOPLE 
(REVIEW) 


(Nadieszda Kizenko, Pennsylvania State Uni- 
versity Press, University Park PA, 2000). Her- 
alded as perhaps the first “academically respect- 
able” work on St. John of Kronstadt, this book 
came to our attention prior to its release some 
months ago, giving rise both to eager anticipation 
and considerable trepidation. Were not the author 
herself the daughter of a well-respected priest, the 
trepidation would decidedly have outweighed the 
anticipation. 

The precedent of so many “academic” books 
concerning the saints is not, in general, a happy 
one. One need only make a cursory review of the 
publications of so many academic wanna-be’s, 
both in the “orthodox” world and amongst the 
heterodox (especially their prefaces!) to be encour- 
aged to put aside the genre without further ado. 
The Evil One presents us with quite enough 
temptations, without our needing to aggravate the 
situation. 

Happily, for the most part this book avoids the 
most grievous pitfalls of its genre. While it 


undertakes to present as complete a picture as pos- 
sible of St. John, it never falls prey to any “debunk- 
ing” or “demythologizing” tendencies. To be sure, 
many of us, for our own reasons, would prefer not 
to be reminded of this or that aspect of St. John’s 
nature or career... for, after all, it is not for his 
human shortcomings that we revere him as a saint, 
but rather for the shining witness shown to us in 
his life and the miracles by which God chose and 
continues to choose to glorify him. 

Nevertheless, it is good to have before our eyes 
a human portrait as well as an iconographic image. 
This does nothing to diminish his sanctity, but 
rather recalls us to an awareness that even those of 
indisputable sanctity are human, not angelic in 
nature. It is often observed that it is in the nature 
of icons to leave out the warts and other such 
“worldly” details, leaving before our eyes only the 
transfigured image of a saint. In this regard, this 
book is in no sense a “saint’s life”, but rather an 
attempt, seemingly quite successful, to show the 
image before and during its transfiguration. 


ay oe 


There is some internal evidence that the book 
may have been by an academic editor, and that the 
final product may not be quite what the author 
intended. One need cite only two details: Al- 
though the consistent appellation “Father” for St. 
John is certainly not out of place, the continual 
reference to a multitude of other saints (one need 
cite only St. Seraphim of Sarov and St. Basil) solely 
by their given names, without identification as 
saints, is quite jarring. That this may be the work 
of someone other than the author seems indicated 
by the fact that on two occasions (out of dozens of 
references) St. Seraphim escaped the red pencil. 
Secondly, the gratuitous use of the feminine “she” as 
the common-gender pronoun, while quite possibly 
the “policy” of an academic press, rings false in the 
work. At least it is less annoying than the equally 
gratuitous, grammatically absurd “they”! 

A number of comparisons with non- 
Orthodox figures contemporary with St. John 
(above all the Curé d’Ars) seem quite artificial and 
pointless... again, perhaps, interpolations at the 
insistence of an academic editor, for whom no 
“scholarly” biography can be produced without 
such comparisons. 

The work is perhaps especially valuable for 
casting some light in the dark corners, usually 
omitted entirely in hagiographic works on St. 
John... and therefore left to fester through innu- 
endos on the lips and pens of people for whom 
this sort of thing is recreation. One need mention 
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only his alleged connection with Rasputin (none), 
and the grave excesses of the Ioannites, which he 
vigorously condemned. 

As one would expect, the work is heavily docu- 
mented and annotated, and accompanied by a 
copious bibliography. The utility of these ad- 
denda is, of course, quite limited for those without 
a command of written Russian. 

Throughout the reading of the book, the fore- 
most question was whether or not to recommend 
it to the faithful, whether or not to make it avail- 
able through the services of the St. John of 
Kronstadt Press (which, incidentally, earns a 
rather curious mention in the text as “deliberately 
de-emphasizing Father John’s Russian context”). 
As one might imagine, that question had to be 
taken far more seriously in the case of a book con- 
cerning the patron saint of the Press, than perhaps 
in other instances. In balance, we must say that 
the book deserves to be read by those who venerate 
St. John, though it is not certain that it would be 
very helpful to a sceptic or an inquirer. In other 
words... for those who are already aware of and 
deeply convinced of his sanctity, seeing the warts 
clearly makes it all the more possible for us to ap- 
preciate the wonders our Lord can work in fairly 
ordinary sinful human beings. But lacking that 
starting point, it is altogether too likely that the 
warts will take the upper hand in the perception of 
the reader, obscuring the Light which shines 
behind them. 
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THE SEDUCTION OF THE SCREEN 


In our society everyone watches television. 
It is something unheard of for modern man not 
to have one. This concerns not only the youth, 
but perhaps, to an even greater extent, the older 
generation. Is it really possible to live without a 
television? Let us hear some voices of the Church: 


Metropolitan Vitaly: 

“If we remain faithful in our purity, Christ will 
be with us. He is the Victor. In this is our strength. 
Ceaseless temptations overwhelm us. Take care for 
your soul, your thoughts, your feelings, for your 
daily behavior. Be careful with viewing television, 
because it is your domestic enemy, a cunning en- 
emy, because it draws to itself. I would even say 
that children in general should not view television. 
It is a cunning, a covetous enemy. It deceives us, 
creeping into our souls. We ourselves, not ac- 
knowledging this, invite fornicators and lechers 
into our home. We think that we are only watch- 
ing. No, we are inviting them into our homes and 
viewing that which defiles our sight, our soul and 
cur thoughts. Be very careful, beloved brothers 
and sisters!” 

But shouldn't the modern man watch the news 
in order to know what’s going on in the world? 


Archimandrite Raphael (Russia): 

“Television teaches people to be cruel. This 
doesn’t just concern images of murder and vio- 
lence, often disseminated in an atmosphere of 
heroism and movie-star worship. This concerns 
something else no less frightening The experience 
from viewing television is so intense and acute that 
it emotionally drains a person and in his daily life 
he becomes apathetic, cold, estranged... Religion 
develops retrospective thought, attention, concen- 
tration on a few, but pertinent, ontological ob- 
jects. Television is diametrically opposed: it’s an 
exchange of impressions during which control 
over sensory perception is lost.” 


José Mufios (the murdered former owner of the 
Myrrhstreaming icon of Montréal): 

“Today people eat, not knowing what they are 
eating, watching an electronic pacifier which feeds 
them with all of the sins and possible passions. It is 
the school of all the vices and the easy life, which 
gives birth to apathy and indifference to others’ 
misfortune. For example, in the course of a minute 
people see thousands killed in a catastrophe, 
crimes, and get used to them. Does anyone even 
bless himself when he sees similar pictures? No, af- 
ter observing such terrible events, people calmly 
watch a football game. 

Not long ago I overheard the conversation of 
two girls on the street. One asked: ‘Did you see the 
news yesterday? A thousand people died in a catas- 
trophe.’ To that, the other answered, “What, only a 
thousand?” 

— José, you have probably been offered to do 
a television program about the Myrrh-streaming 
Icon. Then lots of people would know about it. 
Why haven't you given your consent? 

José Munos: “Many major American television 
companies have offered me large sums of money 
for a fifteen minute program. However, to partici- 
pate in such programs is the same as to sell Jesus 
Christ and the Mother of God. I will never con- 
sent, knowing that after the display of such a 
miracle, they will inevitably continue the program 
with a pornographic film. 

Today, pornography and the cult of the hu- 
man body have preoccupied society so much, 
that one sees naked bodies everywhere. We live 
in an age of absolute propaganda. Every day we 
are slowly getting used to it. We watch with in- 
difference, not paying any attention to it and 
following it.” 

Truly, it is noticeable that the level of our con- 
sciousness has dropped so low through sin that we 
often do not distinguish, feel or even react to it. 

(continued next page) 
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Archpriest Vladislav Sveshnikov (Russia): 

“Yes, the consciousness of contemporary man 
amidst all other defects, possesses the main one: 
the indifference to sin in general and the lack of 
understanding of what sin is. The moral law lived 
and was in effect, while the Law-giver Himself was 
alive in the eyes of people, and while the violation 
of the moral Law given by the Law-giver was con- 
sidered as a moral crime, as sin. It was considered 
as perversion, as debauchery, as a fall, as, to use 
contemporary jargon entropy, chaos, disintegra- 
tion. I am afraid that the people of today quite of 
ten do not feel this at all. Otherwise, I can not 
even imagine on what moral basis people can, for 
example, show movies with such pictures, that if a 
man beholds them, he should simply run from the 
theater or cover his eyes or cry out: “What are you 
doing?!’ And the saddest thing of all is that almost 
everyone is silent. 

When we see such films and continue to 
watch them without alarm, we are participating in 
sin. As for those who create and distribute such 
films, their lot is even more frightening! 

Archpriest Vladislav: “On behalf of the 
Church, I am speaking as a priest, as a man of the 
Church: stop at once, you insane and ruinous 
people! Think also, you, who do not perform such 
deeds, yet remain silent. Your silence is good soil 
for the growth of the cult of sin... 


I would not even begin to say that the con- 
tinuation of this type of activity leads to death, this 
death already exists and is overflowing the world. 
This is a death that infects all who are in contact 
with its hideous poison... 

I would like to include what the Holy Prophet 
Isaiah said about the people of Sodom and 
Gomorrah, when he wanted to express an extreme 
state of sin. They were not even ashamed to openly 
speak of their sin. I do not understand. For me the 
position of film-makers and actresses is completely 
inexplicable, first and foremost that of the ac- 
tresses, women, who do not simply reveal their 
bodies, but allow everything imaginable to be 
done to them. They are permitting on the screen 
one of the most horrible sins that exists, corrupt- 
ing and destroying the temple of the Holy Spirit, 
i.e. the body. 

The Lord Jesus Christ, Who is unusually 
compassionate to repentant sinners, says quite se- 
verely: “Whoso shall offend (“tempt” — ed.) one 
of these little ones which believe in Me, it were 
better for him that a millstone were hanged 
about his neck and that he were drowned in the 
depth of the sea’ (Matt. 18:6). Woe to you seduc- 
ers, film-makers and actresses! This is not my ver- 
dict, but God’s Jesus Christ’s. You are seducing 
others to sin.” 


The Answers to these questions were based on material from “Orthodox Russia,” “The Messenger of the Canadian 
Diocese,” and brochures “Do not Participate in Works of Darkness” and the journal “The Art of Film” (all in Russian) 
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THE ALL-IMMACULATE MOTHER OF GOD 
& THE “BRETHREN” OF THE LORD 


History tells us that the ungodly heresiarch 
Nestorius dared to call the all-holy Virgin Mary not 
“Theotokos”, but “Christotokos” (“she who bore 
the Christ) and “anthropotokos” (“she who bore a 
man”), for which blasphemy worms devoured his 
God-mocking tongue while he was yet alive. 

It also recounts that the iconoclastic Emperor 
Constantine V Copronymus, who spewed forth 
blasphemy against the all-pure Virgin Mary, cried 
out at the time of his death, “I have been given 
over to unquenchable fire while yet alive!”, and 
forthwith ordered that the Mother of God be glo- 
rified with hymns and praises. 

Yet the entire rationalistic Protestant world is 
even now unable to abandon its blasphemous and 
mocking teaching on the Mother of God. 

It is not only the Council of Ephesus (the 
Third CEcumenical Council) which spoke of the 
all-holy Virgin Mary as the Mother of God; long 
before, she was declared to be so by the righteous 
Elizabeth (see Luke 1: 43), as well as by Patriarch 
John of Antioch, Hieromartyr Ignatius the God- 
bearer, the martyr Justin the Philosopher, and 
Hieromartyrs Irenzus of Lyons and Dionysius of 
Alexandria — all fathers of the second and third 
centuries. And the blessed Theodoretus maintains 
the same. The fourth century Church fathers 
Athanasius the Great, Gregory the Theologian, 
John Chrysostom, Basil the Great and Ephraim 
the Syrian, all say the same thing. The fathers of 
the fifth century — Patriarch Proclus of 
Constantinople and Cyril of Alexandria — totally 
refute the allegations of Nestorius. The fathers of 
the Fourth Ecumenical Council exclaimed: “We 
believe as Cyril doth!.... Anathema to him who 
doth not so believe!” The Fifth CEcumenical 
Council committed to anathema all who do not 
call the Ever-virgin Mary the Theotokos. And the 
Sixth CEcumenical Council did the same. 


by Protopresbyter Paul Kalinovich 


Patriarch Theodore of Jerusalem and Patriarch 
Tarasius of Constantinople write in glorification 
of the Theotokos. John of Damascus, a father of 
the eighth century, says that the Virgin Mary “is 
truly the Theotokos, for she gave birth to the true 
and incarnate God.” Theodotus of Ancyra pro- 
claimed: “He who considereth himself a Chris- 
tian, yet doth not render to the godly Virgin the 
honor and title of “Theotokos”, in a very real and 
true sense falsely adorneth himself with the holy 
name [of Christian].” 

The perpetual virginity of the Mother of God 
was likewise proclaimed by Epiphanius of Cyprus; 
in the second and third centuries by Irenzus, the 
martyr Justin the Philosopher, Origen, and 
Hieromartyr Methodius of Patara; in the fifth cen- 
tury by Gregory of Nyssa, Athanasius the Great, 
Basil the Great, John Chrysostom, Gregory the 
Theologian, Ephraim the Syrian, Ambrose of 
Milan, the blessed Augustine, Theodotus of 
Ancyra, Proclus of Constantinople, Andrew of 
Crete, and others. In the third century, Gregory of 
Neocesaria cried out to the Lord: “Virginity did 
not hinder Thy birth, nor did Thy birth violate 
virginity!” When Paul, Bishop of Ephesus, deliv- 
ered a sermon at a church in Alexandria, crying: 
“O the wonder! The Virgin giveth birth and 
remaineth virgin!”, the people interrupted the 
preacher with cries of “Behold the True Faith! To 
him who doth not speak thus, anathema! Well 
said, Orthodox bishop!” 

Such fathers as Ireneus, Epiphanius, 
Ambrose, Augustine, John Chrysostom, Gregory 
the Theologian, Basil the Great, Gregory the Dia- 
logist, John of Damascus, Cyril of Alexandria, 
Romanus the Melodist, Cosmas of Maiuma, and 
many others, all hymned the Virgin Mary as 
“higher in honor than the cherubim and more 
glorious beyond compare than the seraphim.” 
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Many of the hymns of the Church have mag- 
nified the Theotokos and Mother of the Light in 
hymns; and the Mother of God’s merciful aid to 
the human race and the great miracles manifested 
through her holy icons show us that the protection 
of the Mother of God extends over the whole 
world, and her help is everywhere apparent to 
those who earnestly call upon her. 

If to all this be added the Old Testament 
prophecies and prefigurations, which found their 
fulfillment in the all-pure Virgin Mary, we begin 
to understand why “every tongue is at a loss how 
worthily to praise” the all-holy Virgin Mary. 

Contemporary Protestantism, and all the fool- 
ish sectarians who follow it, refuse to call the all- 
- holy Virgin Mary anything but “Mary”; moreover, 
they senselessly and sinfully distort the words of 
the Scriptures, aping the ancient heretics, accord- 
ing to whom Joseph knew her [i-e., had sexual re- 
lations with the Virgin Mary] after she had given 
birth to her firstborn Son (thus do they interpret 
Mt. 1: 25). The words of the Gospel form the 
basis of the rationalists’ contention that the all- 
pure Virgin Mary lived with Joseph as a wife with 
her husband, and that he fathered children by her. 
The wicked reasoning of Protestant sophists tri- 
umphantly stresses the words of the Gospel 
“brought forth her firstborn son’, since this, these 
blasphemers maintain, implies that there were 
other children. Moreover, they point out that Jo- 
seph “knew her not util she brought forth” her 
Son, i.e., that there was a time when Joseph was 
the actual husband of the all-blessed Virgin Mary. 

Yes, the ignorant and unstable always, to their 
own detriment, twist anything which is hard to 
understand in the Holy Scriptures (see II Pet. 3: 
16). The holy hierarch Epiphanius of Cyprus, 
who lived in the fourth century, quite successfully 
refutes all these heretical deviations and sophist- 
ries. This great hierarch provides the first serious 
and detailed investigation of the question of the 
perpetual virginity of the Mother of God and the 
“brethren of the Lord”. First, he wrote a lengthy 
encyclical letter to his flock concerning the venera- 
tion of the Mother of God, and later adapted it as 
a major component of his great work On the Her- 
esies. The section dealing with this occupies the 


seventy-eighth place in the above-mentioned 
treatise, and is referred to as the seventy-eighth 
heresy. 

The appearance of the heresy of the so-called 
Antidicomarianists was the reason for its inclusion 
in that work. These false teachers, as their appella- 
tion indicates, were at enmity with or disputed 
against the all-holy Virgin Mary, the all-pure 
Mother of the Lord. Saint Epiphanius says that 
they “had, as it were, a grudge against the Virgin, 
and desired to demean her glory”, forgetting the 
words of the Gospel, “for He Who is mighty hath 
done great things for me... for behold, from 
henceforth all generations shall call me blessed” 
(Lk. 1: 49). 

According to the absurd teaching of the 
Antidicomarianists, those apostates from common 
sense, as St. Epiphanius calls them, after the birth 
of Christ, which it is assumed was supernatural, 
Mary allegedly cohabited with her husband, ice. 
Joseph, and from their supposed conjugal union 
were born the sons and daughters mentioned in 
the Gospels as the brethren and sisters of Christ. 

The crude teaching of the Antidicomarianists, 
according to the opinion of some scholars, very 
quickly disappeared from the Eastern Church, and 
by the fourth century there remained very few 
apostates who espoused this heresy. Their false 
teaching was, it is believed, a vestige and modifica- 
tion of a tenet of the Judzo-Christian sect known 
as the Ebionites. These ungodly folk vomited 
forth such blasphemies as “Jesus Christ Himself is 
the fruit of the marital union of Joseph and Mary” 
(St. Epiphanius On the Heresies, heresies 30 [ch. 
14] and 51 [ch. 10]). It is thus obvious how the 
Ebionites explained the origin of the “brethren of 
the Lord”. 

Analyzing the false teaching of these heretics, 
Saint Epiphanius divides his refutation into two 
sections. In the first part, he explains that the 
Mother of God could not have been joined with 
Joseph in a sexual relationship, even though she 
was called his wife; in the second section, the saint 
explains who they were who were called the 
“brethren of the Lord”. “Joseph,” explains Saint 
Epiphanius, “took Mary not to enjoy her; on the 
contrary, she was entrusted to him for the 
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preservation of her virginity.” Moreover, Joseph 
and Mary were righteous in all things. The blas- 
phemous heresy of the Ebionites and the 
Antidicomarianists is refuted by the words of the 
Gospel: “Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this 
wise: When as His mother Mary was espoused to 
Joseph, before they came together, she was found 
with child of the Holy Spirit. Then Joseph her 
husband, being a just man, and not willing to 
make her a public example, was minded to put her 
away privily. But while he thought on these 
things, behold, the angel of the Lord appeared 
unto him in a dream, saying: ‘Joseph, thou son of 
David, fear not to take unto thee Mary thy wife: 
for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy 
Spirit” (Mt. 1: 18-20). 

Truly, he who thinks other than what is said in 
the Holy Gospel has nothing in common with 
Christianity. Joachim and Anna consecrated their 
daughter to God, and when Anna brought her to 
the porch of the temple and set her on the first 
step, in the words of Saint Dmitri of Rostov, based 
on the narrative of the Evangelist Saint John the 
Theologian, she said: “Go in, O my daughter, 
unto Him Who gave thee to me! Go thou, O con- 
secrated tabernacle, unto the Master Who is ex- 
ceeding merciful! Go, O daughter, into the 
Temple of the Lord! Enter into the Temple of 
God, O joy and gladness of the world!” 
ing the divine Maiden, then only three years of 
age, to Zachariah the High Priest, Anna said: 
“Receive, O Zachariah, the pure tabernacle! 
Receive, O priest of God, this immaculate ark! 
Receive, O prophet, the censer of the immaterial 
Coal! Receive, O righteous one, the spiritual in- 
cense! Receive the daughter that God hath given 
me. Bring her in, and cause her to dwell on the 


Entrust- 


holy mountain [Sion], not putting her to any test, 
but awaiting what it will please Ged, Who hath 
called her, to do with her.” In the Temple, the all- 
pure Virgin Mary, the holy and undefiled one, was 
brought by the Holy Spirit into the Holy of holies. 
In the Temple the new ark was made to dwell, 
which the former Temple, that of Solomon, did 
not possess. Solomon's temple had the Ark of the 
Covenant, which the Tempie of Zerobabel did not 
contain. Saint Theophylactus, explaining the 


great importance of the entry of the Virgin Mary 
into the Temple, at which even the angels mar- 
veled, says: “The High Priest..., embraced by 
God, comprehended that the Maiden was the re- 
ceptacle of divine grace and the tabernacle of God; 
and therefore, without the least hesitation, he 
made bold, contrary to the prescriptions [of the 
Law], to bring her into the Holy of holies. 
According to the words of a teacher of the an- 
cient Church, angels fed and conversed with the 
Virgin Mary, of which Zachariah also was aware. 
The blessed Jerome too speaks of the visitation 
by angels. 

Zachariah understood that the Virgin Mary 
had been forechosen for a great mystery. She who 
read in the book of the Prophet Isaiah about the 
Virgin who was to bear Emmanuel and dreamed 
of being the handmaid of that glorious Virgin, 
became the Ever-virgin who gave birth to the 
Lord. “Is it possible,” asks Saint Epiphanius, that 
Joseph, who beheld the angels who accompanied 
the birth of Christ and sang “Glory to God in the 
highest!’, who met the shepherds who came to the 
cave...; is it possible that he dared to insult and 
abuse the holy body in which God had dwelt?” 
(chs. 8 and 15). When the Virgin Mary, dwelling 
in the Temple, reached the age of fourteen years 
and eleven days, the members of the Temple staff 
were at a loss what co do with one who had given a 
vow not to enter into marital union. The High 
Priests were unable either to compel her to marry 
or to allow her to remain in the Temple after she 
had reached womanhood. The angel of the Lord 
appeared to Zachariah and said: “Zachariah, 
assemble the unmarried and most virtuous men of 
the house of David, of the tribe of Judah, and let 
them bring their staffs; on the staff of the one on 
which the Lord will show a sign, unto him entrust 
the Virgin for the preservation of her virginity.” 
The feast of the Restoration of the Temple 
[Hannukah], established by the Maccabees, then 
arrived, to which a great multitude of the pious 
came to attend; and thither also came the men 
summoned by Zachariah to Jerusalem. After 
praying, the priests took the staves from the elders 
of the House of David and bore them into the 
Temple. Then the High Priest exclaimed for all to 
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hear: “O Lord God, reveal the man worthy to be 
bretrothed to the Virgin!” When they removed 
the staves from the holy place, they saw that the 
staff which belonged to the elder Joseph had blos- 
somed, and on it sat a dove, which then flew and 
alighted on the head of Joseph. Handing the staff 
back to Joseph, the High Priest said: “Receive the 
Virgin for safekeeping.” The carpenter Joseph, 
eighty years of age, or even older, objected, pro- 
testing that he had grown sons at home, and that 
he himself was already elderly, whereas the Virgin 
was young. And he said that for these reasons he 
was afraid lest the children of Israel would look 
upon him as a laughing-stock. To this Zachariah 
replied: “Fear thou the Lord thy God, and be 
mindful of what the Lord did to Dathan, Abiram 
and Korah: how the earth opened up, and swal- 
lowed them up because of their opposition. And 
beware lest such a fate likewise befall thy house!” 
Joseph then took the Virgin Mary into his home. 
According to an ancient Greek narrative, this be- 
trothal took place on January 23rd (v. The Com- 
plete Menology of the East, by Archimandrite 
Sergius, Vol. II, Pt. 2, p. 170). The all-pure Virgin 
Mary received a revelation to enter without hesita- 
tion the house of her affianced kinsman, for the 
safeguarding of her purity. 

Joseph was of the House of David. His 
mother, whose name history has not preserved 
for us, was the spouse of Eli, who was descended 
from David. After Eli’s death, she entered into 
marriage with Jacob, who, according to the law 
then in force, had to raise up children to the 
name of his brother, who had died without issue. 
From this marriage Joseph was born; he was the 
natural son of Jacob, but was in the eyes of the 
Law the son of Eli. 

Atheists very often love to point out imaginary 
contradictions in the Gospel, and to argue, “How 
can we believe when the grandfather of Jesus 
Christ, according to Matthew (1:16) was Jacob, 
but according to Luke (3:23) was Eli?” The levi- 
rate law completely explains this imagined dis- 
crepancy. Julius Africanus (3rd century) writes 
concerning this: “The names of generations in 
Israel were calculated at times by nature, at times 
by law, when, in the name of a brother who died 


without issue, another brother had children by his 
widow.” This is quite clearly expounded in the 
Book of Deuteronomy: “And if brethren should 
live together, and one of them should die, and 
should not have seed, the wife of the deceased shall 
not marry out [of the family], to a man not re- 
lated: her husband’s brother shall go in to her, and 
shall take her to himself for a wife, and shall dwell 
with her. And it shall come to pass that the child 
which she shall bear, shall be named by the name 
of the deceased, and his name shall not be blotted 
out of Israel” (Deut. 25: 5-6). 

This is why certain persons may be considered 
the children of different fathers. Therefore, 
Shealtiel, according to Matthew, is considered the 
son of Jeconiah, but according to Luke, the son of 
Neri. Jeconiah died without issue (IV Kings 24: 
15-17; Jer. 22: 30), but his widow married Neri. 
On this basis, Matthew says Abind is the son of 
Zerubbabel (1: 13), but Luke says Rhesa is (3: 27). 
To what has been said it may be added that the law 
of inheritance (Num. 36: 8-9; I Chron. 2: 21-22; 
Neh. 7: 63) also required that he who takes the 
daughter of a dead man must join the posterity of 
the latter and is considered his son. Several schol- 
ars hold that Shealtiel, the son of Neri, married the 
daughter of Jeconiah, who received land by inher- 
itance, which is why Shealtiel had to be recorded 
among the posterity of Jeconiah and, while con- 
sidered the natural son of Neri, was legally the son 
of Jeconiah. Even the customs and procedures 
which exist among us provide a basis and right to 
call the second wife of our father “mother”, even 
though she is not such to the children of her 
husband’s first wife. 

We have made reference to the laws of levirate 
and inheritance because a quite original hypothesis 
exists in theological literature, which we will cite to 
demonstrate clearly that the all-pure Virgin Mary 
was never the wife of Joseph, in the ordinary sense 
and meaning of that word, and never had any chil- 
dren by him. Information already cited by us con- 
cerning the life of the Mother of God totally demol- 
ishes the ridiculous and empty arguments of the 
Protestant world about the one who was the purest 
and most exalted of all, higher even than the angels, 


although she has never been considered a divinity. 
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Those who do not consider the all-pure Virgin 
Mary to be the Theotokos, and who deny her per- 
petual virginity, attempt to corroborate their her- 
etic prating by using the Holy Gospels. Thus, 
they say, the Evangelist Matthew writes: “...And 
when He was come into His own country 
[Nazareth], He taught them [His neighbors} in 
their synagogue, insomuch that they were aston- 
ished, and said,... ‘Is not this the carpenter’s Son? 
Is not His mother called Mary, and His brethren 
James, and Joses, and Simon, and Jude? And His 
sisters, are they not all with us?” (Mt. 13: 54-56). 
The Evangelist Mark conveys all of this in exactly 
the same way (Mk. 6: 3). 

It should be noted that the amazement of the 
inhabitants at the exalted and profound quality of 
Christ’s teaching and His miracles (Mk. 6: 2) was 
at the time when Jesus Christ and all were living in 
Capernaum (Jn. 2: 12). The Evangelist Luke ac- 
curately transmits for us an interesting incident 
from the life of the Lord (Lk. 8: 19-21). This inci- 
dent, one may suppose, was a grievous one in the 
life of the Savior: it dealt with the disbelief of the 
kinfolk of the Lord according to the fiesh, to 
whom the Lord says: “Will ye also go away from 
Me?” (Jn. 6: 67). 

Whatever the case, rationalism, which has 
turned its back on the Lord Christ our Savior, at- 
tempts to pervert the word of Goa, forgetting the 
admonition of Saint John Chrysostom, who 
writes: “They will say: “How are James and the 
others called brethren of Jesus Christ?’ In the 
same way, replies God our Savior, as Joseph him- 
self was only considered the husband of Mary” (In- 
terpretation of Matthew 1: 25, in Homilies on 
I Corinthians, 21 and 38) 

The Holy Gospel fortifies, as it were, the igno- 
rance of the rationalists when it says that at the 
Cross there were “Mary Magdalene, Mary the 
mother of James and Joses, and the mother of the 
sons of Zebedee” (Mt. 27: 56). Many would see 
the all-pure Virgin Mary as that “other Mary” (Mt. 
21: 61; 28: 1); but we cannot grant that the Evan- 
gelist would place her lower than the Magdalene 
and would not name her more accurately. It is be- 
yond doubt that the reference here is to that Mary 
who was the Mother of James and Joses. And that 


Mary, of course, was the mother of James and 
Joses, but was not the Theotokos. The Evangelist 
Mark (15: 40) calls this Mary the mother of James 
the Less, and the mother of the sons of Zebedee he 
calls by the name Salome. The Apostle Luke also 
refers to a Mary the mother of James (Lk. 24: 10), 
but when he speaks of the women, he calls them 
by name only after the resurrection of Christ. The 
Evangelist John renders the words of the Synoptics 
with greater precision: “...by the Cross of Jesus,” 
says Saint John, “stood His mother, and His 
mother’s sister, Mary [the wife] of Cleopas, and 
Mary Magdalene” (Jn. 19: 25). 

“Not for naught has the Church of Christ cho- 
sen the eagle as the emblem for the Evangelist 
John. In his contemplations he soars effortlessly, 
like an eagle, to an unattainable height, and 
plunges into depths unfathomable.” He sets at 
naught the sophistries of the rationalists, viz. that 
the “brethren of Christ” are the children of the all- 
pure Virgin. For us it is now clear that James, 
Joses, Simon and Judas are not the children of the 
Mother of God. There is nothing else to say to 
Protestants: they must understand that al! their 
positions are perverted. Erroneously do they ex- 
plain the words of the Evangelist Matthew, that 
the all-pure Virgin Mary “brought forth her first- 
born Son”. The rationalists cry: “If there was a 
‘firstborn’, it means there were other children as 
well!” And John the Theologian has also shown 
that the Mother of God did not have any other 
children. Saint Epiphanius says concerning the 
word “firstborn”: “Be not troubled, for it was not 
said that Mary gave birth to “her Firstborn”, but 
rather that she bore her Son.” Professor N. N. 
Glubokovsky has not found in the original the 
words Tov 7poTOKOV — firstborn, of which we 
are convinced by The Survey of the Epistle of the 
Apostle Paul to the Galatians (St, Petersburg, 1902, 
p. 67). 

With regard to the fact that, according to the 
explanation of the heretics, Joseph “knew Mary” 
as a husband, after she had “brought forth her 
Son”, Saint Epiphanius writes: “He knew Mary 
afterwards, but not with any knowledge of carnal 
use, not with the knowledge of copulation; he 
knew, and began to honor her, as one accounted 
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worthy of honor from God; for before this he had 
not known that she had been vouchsafed such 
glory, until he beheld the Lord born of a woman” 
(Gig A) 

Saint Epiphanius also explains the meaning 
of the words “before they came together, she was 
found with child...” (Mt. 1: 18). “May no one 
think,” says the holy father, “that afterwards they 
became intimate; this can no one either show or 
prove.” The words of the Gospel were written 
down so that the opinion that the mystery of 
God was accomplished as a result of copulation 
with a man might not prevail; the event (the con- 
ception) took place before the second event was 
expected, but the latter was completely unex- 
pected.” Thus, the words “he knew her not until 
the birth of her firstborn Son” (Mt. 1: 28) refer to 
the greatness of the Mother of God, that prior to 
the birth of the Lord Jesus Christ, Joseph did not 
know her (Mt. 1: 19). 

“Who can think,” says Saint Dmitri of Rostov, 
“that the Maiden herself, who was raised in the 
Temple with such care, who excelled in profound 
humility, piety and commitment to the will of 
God, who made a vow of perpetual virginity de- 
spite all the priests’ exhortations to marry, was 
suddenly tempted by seduction?” 

“Joseph,” says Saint Proclus, “did not at first 
know the mystery manifested in the Virgin. A 
pure and righteous old man, he, beholding the 
workings of the Holy Spirit, ‘was filled with a tem- 
pest of doubting thoughts’, and considering that 
she had broken their betrothal, was minded to put 
her away privily, thereby manifesting amazing (in 
the words of Chrysostom) sagacity and sanctity.” 
But while he pondered these things, an angel kept 
him from taking such a step, and said that what 
troubled Joseph was “from the Holy Spirit,” and 
not from man. Joseph obeyed the angel “and took 
unto him his wife, and knew her not until she had 
brought forth her firstborn Son.” After this, Jo- 
seph learned that the Virgin Mary was the 
Theotokos. In the words “until she had brought 
forth” there is no implication of any fixed period 
of time, says John Chrysostom. The words of the 
Lord can serve as confirmation of this: “Sit Thou 
at My right hand, until I make Thine enemies the 


footstool of Thy feet” (Ps. 109: 1). Another 
example: “And he sent forth a raven, to see if the 
water had ceased; and it went forth, and returned 
not until the water was dried from off the earth” 
(Gen. 8:7). The latter words, in particular “until”, 
do not mean that the raven returned to the ark, or 
that, when the enemies of God were subdued “as 
the footstool of His feet”, the Lord ceased to sit at 
the Father's right hand. 

In exactly the same way “until she brought forth 
her firstborn Son” does not by any means indicate 
that the Virgin Mary had the children who are 
called in the Gospel “the brethren of the Lord.” “If 
these were really the children of the Mother of God 
or ‘brethren of the Lord’,” says Saint Epiphanius, 
“on what basis would Jesus, saying to the Apostle 
John: ‘Behold thy Mother,’ and to the Mother of 
God: “Behold thy son’ (Jn. 19: 26-27), entrust 
Mary to John and John to Mary?” Of this the Gos- 
pel says: “From that hour that disciple took her 
unto his own home” (v. 27). If she had a husband, 
home and children, remarks the learned hierarch, 
she would have withdrawn to her own, and not toa 
stranger (On the Heresies, ch. 10). 

Thus, the sacred Scriptures, in complete 
agreement with holy Tradition, tell us that the 
Mother of God had no children, and that such was 
not possible. 

It remains to resolve the question: “Whose 
children were James, Joses, Judas and Simon, who 
are called the ‘brethren of the Lord’?” 

Let us listen to the opinion which Professor 
Glubokovsky refers to as his “hypothesis”, and to 
which we referred above. 

Saint Cyril of Alexandria (5th century) writes: 
“We do not consider the brethren of the Lord to be 
brothers of Christ who were born of the holy Mary. 
They are his brethren only insofar as they were born 
to his supposed father, Joseph.” Saint Epiphanius 
of Cyprus also considers them children of Joseph. 
But what the blessed Theophylactus, Archbishop of 
Bulgaria (11th century), says in regard to this ad- 
vances our familiarization with the law of affinity 
and inheritance, which has been discussed above. 
This is what the blessed Theophylactus writes: “The 
brethren and sisters of the Lord were the children of 
Joseph, born to him by the wife of his brother 
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according to the law [of levirate], took his 
[Cleopas’] wife unto himself and begat by her six 
children—four sons and two daughters” (The Her- 
ald, Interpretation of the Gospel of Matthew 
[Kazan’, 1899], p. 199. 

Is this opinion in accord with the Gospel ac- 
count? The Evangelist Matthew writes: “And 
many women were there,... among whom were 
Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James 
and Joses...” (Mt. 27: 55-56). We have already 
said that this was “Mary [the wife] of Cleopas” (Jn. 
19: 25). This utterly refutes the allegation of the 
sectarians with regard to the Mother of God and 
the “brethren of Christ”. 

We have thus arrived at the conclusion that 
James and Joses were children of Mary [wife] of 
Cleopas (Mk. 15: 40, 47; 16: 1; Jn. 19: 25; Mt. 
27: 56; Lk. 24: 10). From whence is it apparent 
that Judas and Simon (or Symeon) were likewise 
children of Mary [wife] of Cleopas? These latter 
were considerably younger than James and Joses 
(see Mk. 6: 3). 

That Judas and Simon (or Symeon) were also 
children of Mary and Cleopas can be ascertained 
only by the indirect testimony of the sacred Scrip- 
tures. In the Epistle of the Apostle Jude, brother 
of the Lord, it is remarked: “Jude, the servant of 
Jesus Christ, and brother of James” (1: 1). Already 
this tells us that the mother of Jude was the 
mother of James, and the father of James was the 
father of Jude. Jude, in his humility and acknowl- 
edgment of his guilt before the Lord, refrained 
from calling himself “the brother of the Lord”, but 
called himself only the “brother of James” the 
brother of the Lord. And this was done for the 
following reason. The Evangelist John the Theo- 
logian writes: “Neither did His brethren believe in 
Him” (jn. 7: 5). 

Theophylactus, Archbishop of Bulgaria, 
writes in regard to this question: “The ‘brethren’, 
children of Joseph (among whom was also this 
Jude), were a heavy burden for Christ.” 

From the Gospel account of Christ’s sermon 
in Capernaum, as well as his mention of the fact 
that at the time of that sermon “[His] mother 
and... brethren desire[d] to speak with [Him]” 
(Mt. 12: 46-50; Mk. 3: 33-35; Lk. 8: 19-21), 


obviously on some domestic or household busi- 
ness (the kinfolk of Christ who arrived at that time 
lived not in Capernaum, but in Nazareth), one 
may surmise that the “brethren of Christ”, having 
noticed Christ's enthusiasm for His preaching, 
which succeeded to the point where those who 
were listening to the Savior were not even able to 
eat bread (Mk. 3: 20), and also taking note that 
He “was beside Himself” (Mk. 3: 21), decided to 
“lay hold on Him” and “take Him to Nazareth” 
(ibid.). The Evangelist John further describes the 
daring admonition of the “brethren” to the Lord. 
“Depart from here and go into Judza... that Thy 
disciples also may see the works that Thou doest. 
For there is no man that doeth anything in se- 
cret... Show Thyself to the world” (Jn. 7: 3-4). 
The brethren spoke thus because they did not be- 
lieve in Him (v. 5), concludes the Evangelist. 
“Their disbelief,” says Chrysostom, “is expressed 
in their words, and their audacity, and in their un- 
seemly boldness..., and all this was from a bad dis- 
position of soul and from envy, such as is often 
In all of this, 
Jude took an active part, manifesting lack of faith, 
and even earlier a lack of love for his Brother. We 
know of this from the life of the Apostle James, the 
brother of the Lord, one of the Seventy. When 
Joseph divided his land among his children, he in- 
tended to give a certain portion also to the Lord 


harbored for famous relatives...” 


Jesus Christ. The sons of Joseph opposed this in- 
tention. And Jude also stood against it. Then 
James allotted the Lord part of his own portion, 
which is why he is called the “brother of God”. 
Mcoreover, James accompanied as a brother the di- 
vine Child and the Mother of God, with Joseph 
the Betrothed, when they fled into Egypt to escape 
Herod. Thus, when after the resurrection of 
Christ Jude became a follower of the teaching of 
Christ, he dared not call himself the “brother of 
God”, but referred to himself only as the “brother 
of James” (Jude 1: 1). His repentance and contri- 
tion were so intense and sincere; that Jude, who 
believed fervently in the Lord and preached Him 
everywhere, became known as “Lebbzus”, which 
means “a man of heart”, and “Thaddeus”, or “he 
who renders praises” —this latter because Jude glo- 
rified and preached the Lord to many nations. 
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In the so-called Gospels of the Infancy of Jesus 
one finds much material for determining the rela- 
tionship of the Savior to his “brethren”, and vice 
versa. 

The Greek historians Eusebius, Bishop of 
Cesaria in Cappadocia, George Cedrinus (a Byz- 
antine writer of the late 1 1th-early 12th centuries) 
and Nicephorus (son of Callistus Xanthopoulus, 
Patriarch of Constantinople from 1350-1352) 
bear unanimous witness that Simon (or Symeon) 
was the son of Cleopas and Mary, and that he 
came to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ when he 
had already attained adulthood. Simon was num- 
bered among the Seventy Apostles. After James, 
the brother of the Lord, he was the second bishop 
of Jerusalem. Origen, and after him several Ger- 
man scholars such as Zahn, think that it was 
Simon who accompanied Cleopas to Emmaus 
(Lk. 24: 13-35); others say it was not Simon, but 
James, who came to believe in Christ before the 
other “brethren”. The account of the blessed 
Jerome, based on the so-called Gospel of the He- 
brews, is highly reminiscent of the narrative of 
Luke concerning the appearance of the Lord to 
Cleopas and his companion. From the Gospel of 
the Infancy of Christ, they cite the fact that Simon 
was about seventeen years of age in the year of the 
death and resurrection of the Savior. He was cru- 
cified on a cross when already an elderly man. 

The commemoration of Saint James, first 
bishop of Jerusalem, the brother of the Lord, is 
celebrated on October 23rd; that of Saint Jude on 
June 19th; of Saint Joses on January 4th; and of 
Saint Simon on April 27th and September 18th. 

Our superficial survey, one might say, utterly 
demolishes the wicked fabrication of the rational- 
ists that those called the “brethren of the Lord” 
were children of the all-pure Virgin Mary. No one 
can cite anything in support of this sinful sectarian 
idea. All reasoning people who have not set as 
their objective the profanation of Christianity 
must immediately repudiate their ignorant 
thoughts in regard to this question. One must 
pray fervently to the all-pure Virgin Mary for 
forgiveness for such slander, which is totally with- 
out foundation, and is, moreover, inimical to Chris- 
tianity. Those who do not honor the Theotokos as 


Ever-virgin “crucify the Son of God afresh, and 
put Him to open shame” (Heb. 6: 6). 

We have repeatedly conducted missionary de- 
bates with sectarians of various persuasions con- 
cerning the veneration of the Mother of God, and 
never has even one of our opponents been able to 
utter even one word in defense of his false, abomi- 
nable idea. There were places where the people 
sympathized, for various reasons, with sectarianism, 
but nowhere, in the question of the Mother of God, 
did they with even a single word of real truth sup- 
port the wretched renegades in this matter. 

For the sake of completeness, we must also 
touch upon the question of the “sisters” of the Sav- 
ior. As a preliminary, it should be noted that the 
terms “brother” and “sister” are used in the Bible 
to designate various degrees of relation. The 
blessed Jerome cites in his works many examples 
of this. Tobias and Sara (from the Book of Tobit) 
were first cousins (Tob. 8: 4). Contemporary 
Church life tells us that people are called “brother” 
and “sister” who are not even related by blood in 
any way. When a preacher addresses his listeners, 
he calls them “beloved brethren and sisters”. And 
Christ the Savior says: “Whosoever shall do the 
will of My Father Who is in heaven, the same is 
My brother, and sister, and mother” (Mt. 12: 46- 
50; Mk.-3: 33-35; Lk. 8: 19-21). 

In the beginning, the brethren of Christ re- 
jected Him as the Messiah, and the change in this 
attitude began with the wedding in Cana of Gali- 
lee. That was after the baptism of the Lord, before 
the Savior’s commencement of His public minis- 
try. For people to believe in Christ, a miracle was 
necessary. The Savior performed this miracle at 
the marriage feast (as the fathers of the Church 
teach) of Simon the Zealot (or Canaite), son of 
Cleopas, brother of the righteous Joseph, who by 
that time had already reposed. The water having 
been transformed into wine, a small circle of 
people “believed on Him) (Jn. 2: 11) at first, along 
with the head of the household. There ensued an 
awakening of faith; the hearts of the people filled 
with love; hope became firmly established; paths 
to brotherhood were revealed. The brotherhood 
of the Lord is not of this world. “Ye are from be- 
neath, I am from above” (Jn. 8: 23). This 
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dichotomy within the community, the aspiration 
not for heaven, but the gravitation to the earth, 
provided the occasion for the brethren of the Lord 
to consider Jesus Christ to be “beside Himself” 
(Mk. 3: 21). Such an attitude is also displayed by 
contemporary rationalists, emotional society, 
which desires to explain all the actions and teach- 
ing of Christ through pathetic human reason. In 
holding the “brethren of the Lord” to be children 
of the Mother of God, the Protestant world in fact 
rejects, loses Christ our God. 

European Protestantism, as in general the en- 
tire West, has replaced the genuine Christ with a 
Christ who gives in to the temptations of Satan, or 
with a Christ who through Mary has brothers and 
sisters in the flesh. Therefore, of course, the West 
must needs oppose our genuine Christ. 

Returning, finally, to the “sisters of the Lord”, 
it should be said that the Gospel does not identify 
them by name. There exists an apocryphal History 
of Joseph the Carpenter. In it one may find a note 
concerning the children of Joseph, who, besides 
his four sons, also had two daughters. 
“Nicephorus, the ancient Greek historian, citing 
Saint Hippolytus (a Church teacher of the 3rd 
century), relates that the righteous Joseph took a 
wife by the name of Salome...the daughter of 
Haggai, the brother of Zachariah, the father of the 
Forerunner. For Haggai and Zachariah were sons 
of Barak the Priest. By this Salome, daughter of 
Haggai, the holy Joseph, living in honorable mar- 
riage, begat four sons-—James, Jude, Joses and 
Simon—and two daughters—Esther and Tamar 
(or, as others say, Martha). The Synaxarion for the 
Sunday of the Holy Myrrh-bearing Women adds a 
third daughter, Salome, who was given in marriage 
to Zebedee, the father of the Apostles James and 
John. The apocryphal History of Joseph the Car- 
penter also mentions two daughters of Joseph, but 
names them Assia and Lydia (see Tischendorff’s 
edition of the Apocrypha, p. 116). Saint 
Epiphanius names Joseph’s daughters Mary and 
Salome; but in another passage they are called 
Hannah and Salomia (see his works, Vol. V, p. 
104). It is not surprising that the Holy Gospel 
omits to name the “sisters of the Lord”, or that the 


Church writers and fathers identify them by 


different names: all the persons who have a lesser 
significance in the providential dispensation of 
our salvation, or who have none at all, were not 
mentioned in the Bible; and as to two names being 
assigned to one and the same person, it should be 
said that the Jews had the custom of giving names 
in pairs. Moreover, such is even now still done 
among certain Christians, especially among the 
Papists. Be that as it may, the “brethren” and “sis- 
ters” of the Lord, as we see, were not children of 
the all-pure Virgin Mary. 

From the history of Eusebius, which borrowed 
from the writings of Hegesipus (a writer of the sec- 
ond half of the 2nd century), we know that, at the 
end of the first century, there still were descen- 
dants of the “brethren” and “sisters” of the Lord. 
These descendants dispersed throughout the 
world and were known as “Seo7root”, i.e. “chil- 
dren of the Lord” (Julius Africanus, 3rd century). 
The grandsons of Jude, who were pointed out as 
descendants of David, were the cause of concern 
even to the Emperor Dometian, who feared the 
coming of Christ as had Herod. When the 
evocatus (a military official) brought them before 
the emperor, he asked: “Are ye indeed descended 
from David?” The summoned ones replied in the 
affirmative. To the emperor’s question as to how 
much money and property they possessed, the 
posterity of Christ the Savior replied that their es- 
tate was worth 9,000 denarii [approximately 
$1,500: 1 denarius = 16¢], moreover not in cur- 
rency, but represented by the value of the thirty 
acres of land which both grandsons of Jude tilled 
with their own hands, and by which they fed 
themselves and paid taxes. Seeing the calluses on 
the hands of Jude’s grandsons, Dometian per- 
ceived that they were not rivals, and with disdain 
for them as poor folk he dismissed them. 

It would not be without interest to set forth 
abbreviated genealogies of Joachim and Anna, the 
parents of the Mother of God. Nathan, son of 
David, begat Levi; Levi begat Melkhia and Pathir; 
Pathir begat Barpathir; Barpathir began Joachim, 
the father of the Mother of God. 

Anna was the daughter of Matthan, of the 
tribe of Levi, from the line of Aaron. Matthan had 
a wife, Mary, of the tribe of Judah, from 
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and three daughters — Mary, Sovia and Hannah. 
Mary was married in Bethlehem and gave birth to 
Salome. Sovia gave birth to Elizabeth, the mother 
of the Forerunner. Hannah married Joachim in 
Galilee, in the city of Nazareth. 

We have set forth all the genealogy of the 
“brethren and sisters” of the Lord. If the Protes- 
tants felt an inner oneness with the Lord and 
searched for the possibility of spiritual flights of 
their mind and heart to the Mother of God, they 
would understand their errors, taking note of the 
innumerable multitude of appearances of the 
Mother of God to various people during the two 
millennia of Christian history. They would read 
the lives of the saints in the menologies of St. 
Dmitri of Rostov and Archbishop Philaret of 
Chernigov, and they would satisfy themselves 
concerning the greatness and ever-virginity of the 
all-pure Virgin Mary. 

In the life of St. Cyril of Alexandria (June 9th), 
an event is related from the life of the venerable 
Cyriacus, who asked the all-immaculate Virgin 
Mary, who had appeared to him in a dream, to 
visit him in his cell. The Mother of God appeared 
with John the Forerunner and John the Theolo- 
gian. Yet the Mother of God declined to fulfill the 
request of Cyriacus with regard to a visit in his cell, 
and said: “Thou hast mine enemy in thy cell! 
How then can I visit thee there?” The venerable 
Cyriacus pondered long concerning this. What 
manner of enemy did he harbor in his cell? But 
finally he discovered that the sermons of the un- 
godly heretic Nestorius, who did not admit that 
the all-holy Virgin Mary was the Theotokos, could 
constitute just such an enemy. 

The fact that the rationalistic, blasphemous 
opinions concerning the Mother of God are 
present even in the best and more reasonable of 
them bears witness that their hearts have become 
clouded over and have fallen prey to vainglory, and 
they worship creation instead of God. 

To complete our survey, we should examine 
another objection of the rationalists relative to the 
question of the brethren and sisters of the Lord. 
The Protestants would say, “If the ‘brethren and 
sisters’ of the Lord are children of Mary, [wife] of 
Cleopas, why are they still, while their mother is 


alive, constantly in the vicinity of Mary, the 
Mother of Jesus, and not that of Mary, wife of 
Cleopas? Why, in the Gospel and the Book of the 
Acts of the Apostles, is it not once said that these 
‘brethren and sisters’ surrounded Mary of 
Cleopas, but always that the Mother of Jesus was 
with them?” 

In replying to this “carnal wisdom” of the sec- 
tarians, we cannot fail to note the rationalists’ in- 
ability to think things through: you see, we have 
demonstrated, based not only on Tradition, but also 
on the Holy Scriptures, that the “brethren of the 
Lord” were children of Mary, [wife] of Cleopas. 
What more is required? The rationalists indicate 
that if such were the case, i.e. that Mary of Cleopas 
was the mother of the “brethren of the Lord”, she 
would be mentioned with them, both in the Gos- 
pels and the Acts. Such sophists forget that neither 
the Gospels nor the Acts describe the private family 
life of individual persons, but depict rather the di- 
vine history, the evangelical and apostolic preach- 
ing, while the less important persons in such events 
are always relegated to a secondary position. From 
the Sacred Scriptures we know only two times when 
the “brethren” of the Lord surround the all-pure 
Virgin Mary (Mt. 12: 46-50; Acts 1: 14). In the 
first instance, the Mother of God and the “breth- 
ren” of the Savior desire to speak with the Lord, but 
Christ would not interrupt His conversation with 
the people, indicating who is a mother and brother 
to Him. If Mary, [wife] of Cleopas was in that 
group, what reason would there be to mention her 
if the Mother of God was there? Pointing out who 
is a “mother, and sister, and brother” to Him, the 
Lord elevates the people, not to a corporeal soph- 
istry, not to the worldly interests of natural broth- 
ers, but indicates the children of God according to 
the spirit, according to the fulfillment of the com- 
mandments of the Lord. So then, there was no ne- 
cessity to mention Mary, [wife] of Cleopas and the 
other kinfolk of the Savior. And in general, the 
Evangelists very rarely mention even the Mother of 
God, carrying out the will of the all-pure Virgin 
Mary herself, ever humble and meek, who did not 
display too human, worldly kindred feelings and. 
emotions. It is also necessary to speak of the second 
event, when in the Upper Room on Mount Sion 
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event, when in the Upper Room on Mount Sion 
the Mother of God and the brethren of the Lord 
sojourned together (acts 1: 14). The author of the 
Acts mentions the all-pure Virgin Mary only once 
in the Book of Acts. Why would he speak of Mary, 
[wife] of Cleopas during a description of the cir- 
cumstances of the descent of the Holy Spirit upon 
the apostles? It is enough that he points out in two 
words that greatest of blessings — the receiving of 
the Holy Spirit, which was vouchsafed also to the 
kinsmen of Christ according to the flesh. Did the 
Apostle Luke, author of the Book of the Acts of the 
Apostles, really have to mention Mary [wife] of 
Cleopas, or even Cleopas himself, so that we would 
not have to wrack our brains over the question of 
who gave birth to the “brethren” of the Lord?! This 
question interests us because blasphemers have ap- 
peared among us; but it did not interest the Apostle 
Luke in the slightest, and even if it had interested 
him, the Apostle and Evangelist John the Theolo- 
gian later shed clear light on the question of who 
the father and mother of the “brethren and sisters” 
of the Lord were. 

The circumstance (viz., that the sons of 
Cleopas and Mary live with the Mother of God) 
troubles the false brotherhood of the sectarians, 
which is characterized by its mistrust of Holy Tra- 
dition and Holy Scripture alike. But there is noth- 
ing perplexing about this. Joseph died before the 
commencement of Christ the Savior’s preaching. 
The Savior Himself, having begun His public 
ministry, had “not where to lay His head” (Mt. 8: 
20; Lk. 9: 58). It is not surprising that even the 
all-pure Virgin Mary lacked a refuge. It is clear 
that, being in such difficult straits, she found that 
refuge with the kinfolk of her nominal husband. 
Therefore, the Mother of God and the “brethren” 
of Christ lived together, in Capernaum; moreover, 
it was not the sons of Cleopas who lived with the 
Mother of God, but she herself, all-pure and all- 
blessed, was forced to live with them and with 
Cleopas, her brother-in-law, and Mary, her sister- 
in-law. 

It was altogether a different matter at the cru- 
cifixion of the Savior, when He entrusted His all- 
pure Mother to John the Theologian. This cir- 
cumstance, as we have already said, is also proof 


that the “brethren” of the Lord were not children 
of the all-pure Virgin Mary. It should be remem- 
bered that, to defend the honor and dignity of the 
all-holy Theotokos, St. Nicetas the Confessor 
(April 3rd), by the power of the sign of the Cross, 
loosed the tongue of a congenital mute. The Em- 
peror Constantine V Copronymus, who did not 
revere the Mother of God, objected so much to 
the glorification of the all-pure Virgin Mary, that 
he said: “Is a purse of any value without gold? 
Nay! Thus, the Virgin Mary, while Christ was 
within her, was worthy of reverence; but after the 
birth of Christ, she was a simple woman.” To this 
Nicetas the Confessor worthily and soundly ob- 
jected: “Is the mother of a king honored only 
when she beareth the king in her womb? Nay! So 
it is also with the Mother of God!” 

There is an icon of the all-holy Theotokos 
called “It Is Truly Meet”. The novice of a certain 
ascetic, left alone on Saturday night by his elder, 
who went to the main church (catholicon) of 
Karyes to attend the all-night vigil, took in for the 
night a monk unknown to him. Both prayed all 
night. Finishing their prayer, the novice, full of ear- 
nest reverence for the all-pure Virgin Mary, chanted 
a hymn composed by St. Cosmas of Maiuma: 
“More honorable than the cherubim...”; but, with 
an angelic voice, the guest prefixed the following 
beginning to this hymn: “It is truly meet to bless 
thee, the Theotokos, the ever-blessed and all- 
immaculate one, the Mother of our God”, before 
proceeding to add “More honorable than the 
cherubim...” The chant of this hymn enraptured 
the novice, who asked him to write down the words 
of that hymn. The stranger-monk, having in- 
scribed the full hymn ona stone siab with his finger, 
said: “Henceforth, ever chant thus, thou and all Or- 
thodox Christians;” and giving the slab to the 
monk, he vanished instantaneously. This was the 
Archangel Gabriel, who has always proclaimed the 
glory of the Mother of God. When the elder re- 
turned, he was struck by the marvelous song. And 
from that time until now, this hymn has been 
chanted in the Orthodox churches. 

Thus ought all men to glorify the all-undefiled 
Mother of our God, rather than to invent sinful 
theories and false teachings. The sinful 
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fantasies and evil inventions, for nowhere is it said 
that the all-pure Virgin Mary had children in ad- 
dition to the Lord Jesus Christ, as likewise “we 
have not heard from any source,” says St. 
Epiphanius, “that in the course of time from the 
birth of Christ and until His death on the Cross, 
that Joseph produced children” (Ox the Heresies, 
chs. 9, 10). The fact that, according to Origen, 
who cites the Protoevangelion of James, the “breth- 
ren” of the Lord were called children of Joseph, 
does not alter the matter: the all-holy Theotokos 
did not have other children. The sources of which 
Origin and St. Epiphanius made use state unani- 
mously that Joseph, when they entrusted the all- 
pure Virgin Mary to his guardianship, was an old 
man and had adult grandsons (Protoevangelion 
and the History of Joseph the Carpenter). If Zahn, 
the well known scholar of the books of the New 
Testament, notes that the Eastern Church main- 
tains the view thar the “brethren” of the Lord are 
the children of Joseph by his first wife, citing, 
moreover, Saints Ephraim, Gregory of Nyssa, Basil 
the Great and John Chrysostom, this does not go 
contrary to the point of view that the Virgin Mary 
had no children other than our Lord Jesus Christ, 
to Whom she gave birth by the Holy Spirit with- 
out carnal knowledge of a man. Zahn’s citation of 
Saints Ephraim, Gregory of Nyssa, Basil the Great 
and John Chrysostom is considered suspect by 
Russian scholars because the testimony of St. 
Ephraim is taken from certain fragments of the 
writings ascribed to that holy father, and are not 
supported by the saint's other works. The refer- 
ence to St. Gregory of Nyssa is also dubious, for, 
although he also says in his homily On the Resur- 


rection that James and Joses were children of 


Joseph by his first marriage, the aforementioned 
homily itself was not included in the translation of 
the works of that holy father done by the Moscow 
Theological Academy (under the editorship of A. 
V. Gorsky), indicating that doubts have arisen as 
to its authenticity. The reference to St. Basil the 
Great has been subjected to great criticism, since it 
is believed that the Discourse on the Nativity of 
Christ was not authored by the holy hierarch. A. 
Lebedev says that Zahn took his references from 
the Englishman Lightfoot, who made this 
“fantastical deduction”: “Since Basil, speaking of 
the murder of Zachariah, who testified to the vir- 
ginity of Mary, who had given birth to Christ, 
verges on the apocryphal, one may surmise that 
the holy father held the view on the ‘brethren’ of 
the Lord set forth in the apocrypha (in the 
Protoevangelion).” St. John Chrysostom, in his in- 
terpretation of Matthew 1: 25, says only: “Will 
they say how James and the others are called breth- 
ren of Christ? In the same way as Joseph was con- 
sidered the husband of Mary.” In his interpreta- 
tion of I Corinthians there is none of this. Thus, 
the “brethren of the Lord” were in no way children 
of the Mother of God. If anyone is troubled by 
the opinion of St. Epiphanius, who in his resolu- 
tion of this question remains alone, one must 
never forget that the law of affinity very much 
helps to reconcile the view of the Cypriot hierarch 
with the opinions of other theologians. Apart 
from this, theological literature knows so called 
personal opinion, which several of the fathers of 
the Church have held in questions of secondary 
importance. What is important for us is to con- 
cern ourselves over purity of doctrine and the 
glory of our all-holy, all-pure, all-blessed, glorious 
Mistress, the Theotokos and Ever-virgin Mary. 
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Mission: Haiti — EiGHTEEN Montus Later 


I embarked upon this fifth visit to Haiti not 
without some trepidation, after the ravages of ma- 
laria last spring. There is no escape from the real- 
ity (apart from burying one’s head in the sand) 
that any trip to Haiti presents more than an ordi- 
nary degree of risk. Nevertheless, only with regu- 
lar attention can this mission flourish. Even in the 
hours gripped by malaria, I was unable to arrive at 
any alternative to continuing the work, so long as 
the Lord allows. 

It seems almost inevitable that the first days of 
any visit are all but entirely occupied simply with 
the business of getting one’s feet on the ground 
and making a way to function. In theory, the es- 
tablishment of a permanent Mission house 


(leased) should have made this much less trying 
for this trip... but in fact almost nothing was 
functioning as it should have on arrival, and even a 
shower had to wait four days for diagnosis and 
minor repairs on the water system at the house 
(one can only determine what is wrong when there 
is power so the pump can function... and for the 
most part power is only available at night, when 
there is no one to do the diagnosing’). 

Nevertheless, the primary focus of this trip, 
the liturgical life of the Mission, got off to a good 
beginning with celebration of Vigil and Liturgy 
for the feastday of the Church of the Nativity of 
the Theotokos. It is evident that progress has been 
made in the past year in the understanding and 
good order of the services (bear in mind 
that a complete set of liturgical books in 
French only arrived in Haiti in February), 
but certainly also that there is need for con- 
tinuing growth. It was with this objective 
in mind that this visit was planned to allow 
for four celebrations within the two weeks 
(two Sundays and two great feasts). In ad- 
dition to the “practicum” of these four cel- 
ebrations, work is well underway for the 
provision of a French version of the critical 
components of the Order of Orthodox Di- 
vine Services, itself an English digest of the 
Typicon. 

The beneficial influence of the months 
spent in Haiti by John and Helen Heers 
and their daughters, as well as of a mission 
visit from parishioners at Mercy House in 
New York last winter, is evident in im- 
provements in the singing of the services. 
The difficulties present in this situation can 
only be appreciated by Orthodox Ameri- 
cans by imagining themselves without any 
example to follow except that of texts sung 
in a language entirely incomprehensible to 
themselves, and without any ability to read 
musical notation. 

John (who rapidly learned Créole, the 
only language understood by all Haitians), 
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at the instigation of two parishioners who live at a 
considerable distance from the Church, undertook 
a series of catechetical meetings at La Plaine (begun 
during my last visit). During this visit, Fr. Jean and 
I were able to recommence these sessions. Future 
plans are for the two parishioners, Jean and 
Amboise, to continue with weekly Sunday after- 
noon sessions, based on their own readings and life 
in the Faith, with Fr. Jean joining the sessions at 
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least monthly for priestly guidance. The difficulties 
which the people of this region must face in order to 
attend services at the church are difficult for us in 
our pampered lives to imagine. After concluding 
the Vigil for the Nativity, I dropped Jean and 
Amboise at the departure point for tap-tap service 
(pickup truck stuffed with people) toward La 
Plaine. They discovered only too late that the tap- 
taps had stopped operating (30 minutes after dark), 
and required two and a half hours to walk the rest of 
the way home. The following Saturday, I under- 
took to relive a bit of my cab-driving days, so as to 
assure that Fr. Jean, Fr. Grégoire, and these two 
might arrive home ata reasonable hour... and spent 
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two and a half hours myself driving no more than 
twenty miles through impossibly congested streets 
in light rain. For the future, we hope perhaps to be 
able to arrange for a “dedicated” tap-tap to 
transport those from La Plaine who wish to attend 
services. For not only is the difficulty of transport 
incredible, but also the cumulative costs for poor 
people are insupportable. 

To my pleasant surprise, upon arrival at the 
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church for the temple feast Vigil, for the second 
year in a row I encountered two young men from 
Jacmel (four hours by private car, most of a day 
by common transport), one of whom I had met 
there at the time of my first visit. This continu- 
ing interest led to a subsequent meeting at Jacmel 
with several young people who express serious 
interest in the Faith, and grave concerns with the 
distortions thereof to which they have been pre- 
viously subjected. At the conclusion of the ses- 
sion, to my astonishment, three of them ex- 
pressed a desire to return with me to Port-au- 
Prince for the Sunday services. How many 
amongst us would give up an entire weekend 
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(even with a free ride in one direction and trans- 
port paid for return) for the sole purpose of at- 
tending church services? These young people 
were ready to depart with me Saturday morning, 
endured with me the horrors of a series of traffic 
jams in Port-au-Prince (at one point, motionless 
for nearly a half-hour), in order to arrive at the 
church for Vigil. The next morning, back to 
church... and then at once off to make their way 
home via a series of tap-taps, very probably not 
until well after dark. Of these three, two express 
their desire already to become Orthodox, and the 
third expresses a lively interest. 

In the more technical department, it is a plea- 
sure to be able to report that the Mission's legal 
recognition in Haiti has finally been granted. A 
year of waiting, mountains of paper, several visits 
to the Ministry in the end bore fruit. The Mission 
is now legally entitled to own property (no for- 
eigner can, though joint titles with Haitian citi- 
zens are honored), conduct banking in its own 
name, etc. Though this is unlikely to make a great 
deal of difference in the functioning of the 
Mission, it offers much greater security for 


property... and will save a substantial amount of 
money annually in banking charges. 

Following upon the security offered by the of- 
ficial registration (relative security, that is, in 
Haiti!), Mission funds have been released for the 
completion of the unfortunately necessary enclo- 
sure for the church, and for the interior and exte- 
tior finishing of the walls (heretofore raw concrete 
block) of the church. A favorable price has been 
offered by the contractor who has managed previ- 
ous work at the church, but this work will essen- 
tially exhaust Mission funds. Nonetheless, 
without these improvements the church building 
would remain a very rude structure, vulnerable to 
serious deterioration. 

There is an immediate, and costly, need to fin- 
ish a house in the immediate vicinity of the 
church, purchased to provide space for the school 
(which must at present utilize the nave of the 
church), for a nutritional program for the school 
children and other children of the vicinity (one of 
the poorest), and for a possible clinic (one of the 
most desperate needs in Haiti). None of these 
programs, of course, can proceed without 


piece of property ae deemed suitable ioe ees 
church, school and clinic at La Plaine. Physically, 
> their choice is well-founded: a substantial amount 

- of ground, seven centiémes (about 1/4 acre), face 
ing on what will one day be a main street, within 
shouting distance of the home of one of the pa- = 
_ rishioners (an important security consideration). 

_ Assuming that all legal considerations can be met, 
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ion and weeks. But don’t suppose that their incomes rose 


and sewage system. And even they must navigate 
___ the streets of Port-au-Prince: imagine (this is the 
ease) a city of 4.5 million people, with only ONE 


_ through street, often of only two lanes (if one of 


them isn’t blocked by a wreck, a vehicle with a 


flat tire, or a political demonstration) from its _ 


northern to its southwestern ¢ extremity. — 


the day or night. Se ae 
afford their own full-time generators, interna- _ 
__ tional satellite cell-phone service (the only thing — 
which works all the time), and a private water 


_ With rare exceptions (those who 


of = have salaries committed i in US dollars), their in- _ : 
“comes rose not a bit. They simply had half as = 
much real income af the end of the month as at as = 


clurch forcservices even though the cost of ap. 
tap transport has just recently increased 50%. Wes 
plead for your assistance to the extent of your ae 


abilities and charity: in monthly pledges, in single 
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one-time contribution toward 
precead $1000, [ a { ]$250 C 1 $100 [ J other amount (__ 
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